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ADVERTISEMENT TO THE THIRD EDITION. 


THE present edition is in all respects nearly identical with 
the second. The quotations however, and references, espe- 
cially to Scripture, have been carefully verified, and some 


slight improvements in typography introduced. 


GLOUCESTER, 
August, 1863. 
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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION. 


THE present edition is but little different from the first in the 
results arrived at, and in the statement of the principles on 
which those results mainly rest; but in the details and con- 
struction of many of the notes it will be found to introduce 
changes both of diction and arrangement. 

These changes have been found to be wholly unavoidable. 
The first edition was not only written with a scanty supply 
of books, and with a very limited knowledge of the contents 
of the Ancient Versions, but was constructed on principles 
which, though since found to be sound and trustworthy, do 
not appear in some cases to have been applied with sufficient 
ease and simplicity, or to have received a sufficiently ex- 
tended range of application. It is useless to disguise the 
fact that what at first professed to be only purely critical 
and purely grammatical has by degrees become also exege- 
tical; and has so far intruded into what is dogmatical, as to 
give systematic references to the leading treatises upon the 
points or subjects under discussion. The extremely kind 
reception that the different portions of this series have met 
with has led in two ways to these gradual alterations. On 
the one hand, the not unnatural desire to make each portion 
more worthy of the approval that had been extended towards 
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its predecessor has been silently carrying me onward into 
widening fields of labour: on the other hand, the friendly 
criticisms that I have received from time to time have led 
me to retrench what has seemed unedifying, to dwell with 
somewhat less technicality of language on the peculiarities of 
grammar and construction, and yet at the same time to enter 
more fully upon all that has seemed to bring out the con- 
nexion of thought and sequence of argument. 

The later portions of my work have been based on these 
somewhat remodelled principles, and—if I may trust the 
opinions of perhaps too partial and friendly judges—so far 
successfully, that I shall apparently be wise to keep them as 
the sort of standard to which, if God mercifully grant me life 
and strength, former portions of the series (wherever they 
may seem to need it) may be brought up, and future portions 
conformed. 

The present edition then is an effort to make my earliest 
and decidedly most incomplete work as much as possible re- 
semble those which apparently have some greater measures 
of maturity and completeness. It has involved, and I do not 
seek to disguise it, very great labour—labour, perhaps not 
very much less than writing a new commentary. For though 
the notes remain substantially what they were before, and 
though I have found no reason to retract former opinions 
except in about four or five debateable and contested pas- 
sages’, I have still found that the interpolation of new matter 
and the introduction of exegetical comments have obliged me 
in many cases to alter the arrangement of the whole note, 
and occasionally even to face the weary and irksome task of 
total re-writing and reconstruction. I rejoice however now 


1 These changes of opinion will be 6, rpocayéOevro’ iii. 4, éwdere’ iii. 19, 
found noticed in their different places. in part; iv. 17, éx«Aeloa’ vi. 14, 
I belteve the only passages are, chap.ii. slightly, Baordfw. 
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at length to feel that the reader of the later portions of this 
series will find no very appreciable difference when he turns 
back to this edition of the first portion. He will now no 
longer be without those invaluable guides, the Ancient Ver- 
sions; he will, I trust, find but few links missing in the 
continuous illustration of the argument, scarcely any omis- 
sion of a comment on important differences of reading, and 
on points of doctrinal difficulty no serious want of refer- 
ences to the best treatises and sermons of our great English 
divines. At the same time he will find the mode of inter- 
‘pretation and tenor of grammatical discussions precisely the 
same. Though the details may be often differently grouped, 
the principles are left wholly unchanged: and this, not from 
any undue predilection for former opinions, but simply from 
having found by somewhat severe testing and trial that they 
do appear to be sound and consistent. 

For a notice of details it will be now sufficient to refer to 
the prefaces to earlier portions of this series, more especially 
to those prefixed to the third, fourth, and fifth volumes, in 
which the different component elements of the notes above 
alluded to will be found noticed and illustrated at some 
length. This only may be added, that particular care has 
been taken to adjust the various references, especially to 
such authorities of frequent occurrence as Winer’s Grammar 
of the New Testament, to the paging of the latest edition’. 


11 have also retained the references 


to the translation of Neander’s Plant- 
tng, as published by Mr Bohn; and of 
Miiller’s Doctrine of Sin, as published 
by Messrs Clark; simply because the 
presence of these volumes in two 
justly popular series makes it proba- 
ble that many readers may have these 
works, who have not, and perhaps 
may not be in the habit of consulting, 


the originals. The translation of the 
latter of these works has, I believe, 
been somewhat severely criticized. I 
fear I am unable to defend it; but as 
the allusions to Miiller in my notes 
relate more to general principles than 
to individual passages, I do not think 
the general reader will suffer much 
from the inaccuracies or harshness of 
the translation. 
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Where from inability to obtain access to the last edition of 
works previously quoted this has not been done, the reader 
will commonly find some allusion to the continued use of the 
authority in its earlier form. 

I may also remark, that in deference to the wishes of 
some of my critics I have prefixed to the Epistle a few sen- 
tences of Introduction, giving a summary account of the 
results of recent historical criticism. This portion of sacred 
Literature has been so fully treated both by Dr Davidson 
and Dean Alford, and has further received so much valuable 
illustration from the excellent Life of St Paul by Messrs 
Conybeare and Howson, that I feel it now unnecessary to do 
more than to group together a few remarks for the benefit, 
not of the critical scholar, but of the general student, to 
whom these brief notices sometimes prove acceptable and 
suggestive. 

I must not conclude without expressing my hearty sense 
of the value of several commentaries that have appeared 
since the publication of my first edition. I desire particular- 
ly to specify those of my friends, Dean Alford and Mr Bagge, 
and the thoughtful commentary of my kind correspondent, 
Dr Turner of New York. Of the great value of the ‘first of 
these it is unnecessary for me to speak; my present notes 
will show how carefully I have considered the interpretations 
advanced in that excellent work, and how much I rejoice 
to observe that the results at which we arrive are not 
marked by many differences of opinion. The edition of Mr 
Bagge will be found very useful in critical details, in the 
careful and trustworthy references which it supplies to the 
older standard works of lexicography, and in what may be 
termed phraseological annotations. The third of these works 
differs so much from the present in its plan and general con- 
struction, as to make the points of contact between us much 
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fewer than I could wish; but I may venture to express the 
opinion, that the reader who finds himself more interested 
in general interpretation than in scholastic detail will rarely 
consult the explanatory notes without profit and instruction. 
The recent edition of Professor Jowett has not been over- 
looked ; but after the careful and minute examination of his 
Commentary on the Thessalonians which I made last year, I 
have been reluctantly forced into the opinion that our sys- 
tems of interpretation are so radically different, as to make 
a systematic reference to the works of this clever writer not 
so necessary as might have been the case if our views on 
momentous subjects had been more accordant and harmo- 
nious, | 

Before I draw these remarks to a close, I must not fail 
gratefully to return my heartfelt thanks for the numerous 
kind and important suggestions which I have received from 
private friends and from public criticism. By this aid I have 
been enabled to correct whatever has seemed doubtful or 
erroneous, and to these friendly comments the more perfect 
form in which this commentary now appears before the 
student is in many respects justly due. From my readers 
and those who are interested m these works I fear I must 
now claim some indulgence as to the future rate of my pro- 
gress. While I may presume to offer to them the humble assur- 
ance that while life and health are spared to me the onward 
course of these volumes will not be suspended, I must not 
suppress the fact that the duties to which it has now pleased 
God to call me are such as must necessarily cause the ap- 
pearance of future commentaries to take place at somewhat 
longer intervals. Those who are acquainted with studies of 
this nature will, I feel sure, agree with me that it is im- 
possible to hurry such works; nay more, I am convinced 
that all sober thinkers will concur in the opinion that there 
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ig no one thing for which a writer will have hereafter to 
answer before the dread tribunal of God with more terrible 
strictness than for having attempted to explain the ever- 
lasting Words of Life with haste and precipitation. When 
we consider only the errors and failures that mark every stage 
in our most deliberate and most matured progress even in 
merely secular subjects, we may well pause before we pre- 
sume to hurry through the sanctuary of God with the dust 
and turmoil of worldly, self-seeking, and irreverent speed. 

May the great Father of Lights look down with mercy on 
this effort to illustrate His word, and overrule it to His 
glory, His honour, and His praise. 


CAMBRIDGE, 


January 28, 1859. 
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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION. 


THE following commentary is the first part of an attempt 
to elucidate St Paul’s Epistles by systematically applying 
to the Sacred Text the present principles of grammar and 
criticism. 

It is the result of several years’ devotion to the study 
of biblical Greek, and owes its existence to the conviction 
that in this country the present very advanced state of philo- 
logy has scarcely been applied with sufficient rigour to the 
interpretation of the New Wesson Our popular commen- 
taries are too exclusively exegetical’, and presuppose in the 
ordinary student a greater knowledge of the peculiarities of 
the language of the New Testament than it is at all probable 
he possesses. Even the more promising student is sure to 
meet with two stumblingblocks in his path, when he first 
maturely enters upon the study of the Holy Scriptures. 

In the first place, the very systematic exactitude of his 
former discipline in classical Greek is calculated to mislead 
him in the study of writers who belonged to an age when 
change had impaired, and conquest had debased, the language 
in which they wrote: his exclusive attention to a single 
dialect, informed, for the most part, by a single and prevailing 
spirit, ill prepares him for the correct apprehension of writ- 
ings in which the tinge of nationalities, and the admixture of 


1 I must explain the meaning in 


other considerations, such as the cir- 
which I use this word when in contra- 


cumstances or known sentiments of 


distinction to grammatical. By a 

atical commentary, I mean one 
in which the principles of mar 
are either exclusively or principally 
used to elucidate the meaning: by an 
exegetical commentary, one in which 


the writer, ¢éc. are also taken into 
account. Iam not quite sure that I 
am correct in thus limiting exegetical, 
but I know no other epithets that will 
serve to convey my meaning. 
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newer and deeper modes of thought are both distinctly re- 
cognizable: his familiarity with modes of expression which 
had arisen from the living wants of a living language ill pre- 
pares him correctly and completely to understand their force 
when they are reproduced by aliens in kindred and customs, 
and strangers, and even more than strangers, in tongue. Let 
all these diversities be fairly considered, and then, without 
entering into any more exact comparisons between biblical 
and classical Greek, it will be difficult not to admit that the 
advanced student in Attic Greek is liable to carry with him 
prejudices, which may, for a time at least, interfere with 
his full appreciation of the outward form in which the Sacred 
Oracles are enshrined. No better example of the general 
truth of these observations could be adduced than that of the 
illustrious Hermann, who, in his disquisition on the first 
three chapters of this very epistle, has convincingly shown, 
how even perceptions as accurate as his, and erudition as 
profound, may still signally fail when applied without previ- 
ous exercise to the interpretation of the New Testament. - 

A second stumblingblock that the classical student inva- 
riably finds in his study of the New Testament is the de- 
plorable state in which, till within the last few years, its 
grammar has been left. It is scarcely possible for any one 
unacquainted with the history and details of the grammar of 
the New Testament to form any conception of the aberrant 
and unnatural meanings that have been assigned to the pre- 
positions and the particles, many of which cling to them in 
New Testament Lexicons to this very day’. It requires a 
familiar acquaintance with the received glosses of several 
important passages to conceive the nature of the burdens 
hard to be borne, which long-suffering Hebraism—that hid- 
den helper an all need, as Liicke® calls it—has had to sustain; 
and how generations of excellent scholars have passed away - 
without ever overcoming their Pharisaical reluctance to 
touch one of them with the tip of the finger. Then again 
grammatical figures have suffered every species of strain and 
distortion ; enallage, hendyadys, metonymy, have been urged 
with a freedom in the New Testament which would never 
have been tolerated in any classical author, however ill-cared 


1 That this language is in no way _ siderable amount of argument to make 
overstrained may be easily seen by us believe it could ever, even in Heb. 
the notices in Winer’s Grammar on xiii. 9, bear the meaning of ex/ See 
any leading preposition or conjunc- Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 348. 
tion. ‘Ev is a difficult preposition in 2 Liicke, on John iii. 20, Vol. m. 
the N.T., but it would require acon-  p. 241. 
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for, and however obscure. Here and there in past days a few 
‘protesting voices were raised against the uncritical nature of 
the current interpretations ; but it was not, in Germany, till 
within a very few years, till the days of Fritzsche and Winer, 
that they have met with any response or recognition; and 
among ourselves, even now they have secured only a limited 
and critical audience. 

It thus only too often happens that when a young man 
enters for the first time seriously upon the study of the New 
Testament, it is with such an irrepressible feeling of repug- 
nance to that laxity of language which he is led to believe is 
its prevailing characteristic, that he either loses for the lan- 
guage of inspiration that reverence which its mere literary 
merits alone may justly claim; or else, under the action of a 
better though mistaken feeling, he shrinks from applying to 
it that healthy criticism to which all his previous education 
had inured his mind. The more difficult the portion of 
Scripture, the more sensibly are these evils felt and recog- 
nized. 

It is under these feelings that I have undertaken a com- 
mentary on St Paul’s Epistles, which, by confining itself to 
the humbler and less ambitious sphere of grammatical details, 
may give the student some insight into the language of the 
New Testament, and enable him with more assured steps 
to ascend the difficult heights of exegetical and dogmatical 
theology. My own studies have irresistibly impelled me to 
the conviction that, without making any unnecessary distinc- 
tions between grammar and exegesis, we are still bound to 
recognize the necessity, first, of endeavouring to find out what 
the words actually convey, according to the ordinary rules of 
language; then, secondly, of observing the peculiar shade of 
meaning that the context appears to impart. Too often this 
ssroseaa bad been reversed; the commentator, on the strength 
of some received interpretation or some dogmatical bias, has 
stated what the passage ought to mean, and then has been 
tempted by the force of bad example to coerce the words per 
Hebraismum, or per enallagen, to yield the required sense. 
This in many, nay, most cases, I feel certain, has been done 
to a great degree wnconsciously, yet still the evil effects re- 
main. God’s word, though innocently, has been dealt with 
deceitfully; and God’s word, like His Ark of the Covenant, 
may not with impunity be stayed up by the officiousness of 
mortal aid. 

I have then in all cases striven humbly and reverently 
to elicit from the words their simple and primary meaning.. 
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Where that has seemed at variance with historical or dogma- 
tical deductions,—where, in fact, exegesis has seemed to 
range itself on one side, grammar on the other,—I have 
never failed candidly to state it; where it has confirmed some 
time-honoured interpretation, I have joyfully and emphati- 
cally cast my small mite into the great treasury of sacred 
exegesis, and have felt gladdened at being able to yield some 
sing support to wiser and better men than myself’. This 
owever I would fain strive to impress upon my reader, to 
whatever party of the Church (alas! that there should be 
dean he may chance to belong, that, as God is my witness, 
have striven to state, in perfect candour and singleness of 
heart, all the details of interpretation with which I have 
come in contact. I have sought to support no particular 
party, I have desired to yield countenance to no peculiar 
views. I will candidly avow that on all the fundamental 
points of Christian faith and doctrine my mind is fully made 
up. Itis not for me to sit in judgment upon what is called 
the liberal spirit of the age, but, without evoking controver-. 
sies into which I have neither the will nor the ability to 
enter, I may be permitted to say, that upon the momentous 
subject of the inspiration of Scripture I cannot be so untrue 
to my own deepest convictions, or so forgetful of my anxious 
thoughts and investigations, as to affect a freedom of opinion 
which I am very far from entertaining. I deeply feel for 
those whom earth-born mist and vapour still hinder from be- 
holding the full brightness and effulgence of divine truth; I 
entertain the most lively pity for those who still feel that the 
fresh fountains of Scripture are, in all the bitterness of the 
prophet’s lamentation, only waters that fail;—lI feel it and 
entertain it, and I trust that no ungentle word of mine may 
induce them to cling more tenaciously to their mournful con- 
victions, yet still I am bound to say, to prevent the nature of 
my candour being misunderstood, that throughout this com- 


_ 2 Amidst all these details I have, I 
trust, never forgotten that there is 
something higher than mere critical 
acumen, something more sure than 
grammatical exactitude; something 
which the world calls the theological 
sense, but which more devout thinkers 
recognize as the assisting grace of the 
Eternal Spirit of God. Without this, 
without also a deeper and more mys- 
terious sympathy with the mind of the 
sacred writer whom we are presuming 


to interpret, no mere verbal discus- 
sions can ever tend truly to elucidate, 
no investigation thoroughly to satisfy. 
I trust indeed that I have never been 
permitted to forget these golden words 
of him whom of all commentators I 
most honour and revere: ovd¢ yap det 
Ta phuara yuuya éferdfew, érel rola 
verac ra dromhuara’ ovde rhv dAétw 
cad’ éaurhy Bacavifeay, dAAd rq B10- 
voig mpooéxery TOU ypddovros. Chry- 
sost. tom. X. p. 675 B (ed. Bened.). 
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mentary the full’ inspiration of Scripture has been felt as one 
of those strong subjective convictions to which every hour of 
meditation adds fresh strength and assurance. Yet I have 
never sought to mask or disguise a difficulty: I have never 
advanced an explanation of the truth of which I do not, my- 
self at least, feel convinced. I should shrink from being so 
untrue to myself, I should tremble at being so presumptuous 
towards God; as if He who sent the dream may not in His 
own good time send the interpretation thereof. That there 
are difficulties in Scripture, that there are difficulties in this 
deep Epistle, I both know and feel, and I have in no case 
shrunk from pointing them out; but I also know that there 
is a time—whether in this world of unrest, or in that rest 
which remaineth to God’s people, I know not—when every 
difficulty will be cleared up, every doubt dispersed: and it is 
this conviction that has supported me, when I have felt, and 
have been forced to record my conviction, that there are 
passages where the world’s wisdom has not yet clearly seen 
into the depth of the deep things of God. 

Before I wholly leave this momentous subject, I would 
fain plead its importance in regard to the method of inter- 
pretation which I have endeavoured to follow. I am well 
aware that the current of popular opinion is now steadily 
setting against grammatical details and investigations. It is 
thought, I believe, that a freer admixture of history, broader 
generalizations, and more suggestive reflections, may enable 
the student to catch the spirit of his author, and be borne 
serenely along without the weed and toil of ordinary travel. 
Upon the soundness of such theories in a general point of 
view I will not venture to pronounce an opinion; I am not 
an Athanase, and cannot confront a world; but in the par- 
ticular sphere of Holy Scripture I may perhaps be permitted 
to say, that if we would train our younger students to be 
reverential thinkers, earnest Christians, and sound divines, 
we must habituate them to a patient and thoughtful study 
of the words and language of Scripture, before we allow them 
to indulge in an exegesis for which they are immature and 
incompetent. If the Scriptures are divinely inspired, then 
surely it is a young man’s noblest occupation patiently and 
lovingly to note every change of expression, every turn of 


1 TI avoid using any party expres- I am far indeed from recognizing that 
sions. I would not wish, on the one admixture of human imperfection and 
hand, to class myself with such thinkers even error, which the popular theoso- 
as Calovius, nor could I subscribe to phy of the day now finds in the Holy 


the Formula Consensus Helvetici: but riptures. 
b2 
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language, every variety of inflexion, to analyze and to inves- 
tigate, to contrast and to compare, until he has obtained 
some accurate knowledge of those outward elements which 
are permeated by the inward influence and powers of the 
Holy Spirit of God. As he wearisomely traces out the subtle 
distinctions that underlie some illative particle, or character- 
ize some doubtful preposition, let him cheer himself with the 
reflection that every effort of thought he is thus enabled to 
make, is (with God’s blessing) a step towards the inner 
shrine, a nearer approach to a recognition of the thoughts 
of an Apostle, yea, a less dim perception of the mind of 
Christ. 

No one who feels deeply upon the subject of inspiration 
will allow himself to be beguiled into an indifference to the 
mysterious interest that attaches itself to the very grammar 
of the New Testament. 

I will then plead no excuse that I have made my notes so 
exclusively critical and grammatical. I rejoice rather that 
the awakening and awakened interest for theology in this 
country is likely to afford me a plea and a justification for 
confining myself to a single province of sacred literature: 
Already, I believe, theologians are coming to the opinion that 
the time for compiled commentaries is passing away. Our 
resources are now too abundant for the various details of cri- 
ticism, lexicography, grammar, exegesis, history, archeology, 
and doctrine, to be happily or harmoniously blended in one 
mass. One mind is scarcely sufficiently comprehensive to 
grasp properly these various subjects; one judgment is scarcely 
sufficiently discriminating to arrive at just conclusions on so 
many topics. The sagacious critic, the laborious lexicogra- 
pher, the patient grammarian, the profound exegete, the 
suggestive historian, and the impartial theologian, are in the 
present state of biblical science never likely to be united in 
one person. Excellence in any one department is now diff- 
cult, in all, impossible. I trust then that the time is coming 
when theologians will carry out, especially in the New Tes- 
tament, the principle of the division of labour, and, selecting 
that sphere of industry for which they are more particularly 
qualified, will in others be content to accept the results ar- 
rived at by the labours of their contemporaries’. 


1 In the present Epistle there are which distinct prominence is given to 
distinct and instructive instances of historical and chronological investiga- 
the application of this principle. Hil- tions. Dr Brown has lately devoted 
genfe d has published a recent edition some expository discourses nearly ex- 
of the Epistle to the Galatians, in  clusively to the doctrine and practical 
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The most neglected portion of the New Testament litera- 
ture is its lexicography, and this is the more inexcusable, as 
the excellent concordance of Bruder has been now twelve 
years before the world. I have here suffered eet from 
want of sound help, and in addition to having frequently to 
draw solely from my own scanty resources in this depart- 
ment, and to leave my own more immediate subject to dis- 
cuss points which I should have gladly found done to my 
hand, I have also had the thankless task of perpetually put- 
ting my readers on their guard against the overhasty and 
inaccurate classifications of Bretschneider and others, I have 
generally found Bretschneider’s Lexicon the best; but the 
pages of my commentary will abundantly show how little 
reliance I have been able to place upon him. I rejoice to 
say that Dr Scott, master of Balliol College, is engaged on a 
Lexicon to the New Testament; and those who know his 
eminent qualifications for the task must feel, as I do, the 
most perfect confidence in the way in which it will be exe- 
cuted. I regret that it was too little advanced to be of any 
use to me in this commentary. The general lexicon (beside 
that of Stephens) which I have chiefly used is the edition of 
Passow’s Lexicon by Palm and Rost, which I cannot help 
thinking is by very far the best lexicon in a moderate 
compass that we at present possess. The prepositions, in 
particular, are treated remarkably well, and very compre~- 
hensively. | 

The synonyms of the Greek Testament, a most important 
subject, have been greatly neglected. We have now a genial 
little volume from one who always writes felicitously and 
attractively upon such subjects; but the agreeable author will 
not I am sure be offended when I say, that it can scarcely be 
deemed otherwise than, as he himself modestly terms it, a 
slight contribution to the subject. We may fairly trust that 
an author who has begun so well will continue his labours in 
a more extended and comprehensive form. As Mr Trench’s 
work came too late into my hands, I have principally used 
the imperfect work of Tittman; but I perfectly agree with 
Mr Trench in his estimate of its merits. 

In the Grammar of the New Testament we are now ina 
fairly promising state. The very admirable work of Winer 


teaching of the Epistle, while Mr show that their authors had the 
Veitch has supplied him with gram- sense to confine themselves to those 
matical annotations. Both of these departments of interpretation for 
works have their demerits as well as = which they felt the greatest aptitude. 
their merits, but at any rate they 
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‘has completely rehabilitated the subject. It is a volume that 
I have studied with the closest attention, and to which I am 
under profound obligations. ‘Still it would not be candid if I 
did not admit that it has its weak points. I do not consider 
the treatment of the particles (a most important subject in 
St Paul’s epistles) at all equal to that of the prepositions, or 
by any means commensurate with our wants on this portion 
of grammar: the cases also might perhaps be more success- 
fully handled. The great fault of the book is its superabund- 
ance of reference to the notes and commentaries on classical 
authors. In many cases these are of high importance; but in 
a vast quantity of others, as I have often found to my cost, 
but little information is to be derived from the source to 
which the reader is referred. Mr Green’s Grammar I con- 
sider a work of great ability, but too short and unsystematic 
to be of the use it might otherwise have been to the student. 
‘I have therefore been obliged to use freely other grammatical 
‘subsidies than those which more particularly bear upon the 
‘New Testament’. My object has been throughout to make 
my references more to grammars and professed repertories of 
similar information, than to notes or commentaries on clas- 
‘sical authors; for I am convinced that a good reference to a 
good grammar, though not a very showy evidence of research, 
is a truly valuable assistance; while a discursive note in an 
edition of a classic, from its want of context, frequently sup- 
plies little real information. I have allowed myself greater 
latitude in references to the notes of commentators on the 
New Testament, for here the similarity of language, and fre- 
quently of subject, constitutes a closer bond of union. In 
-particular, I have used Fritzsche’s edition of the Romans 
‘nearly as a grammar, so full is it and so elaborate in all de- 
‘tails of language. As a grammarian I entertain for him the 
highest respect; but I confess my sympathy with him as a 
theologian is not great, nor can I do otherwise than deplore 
the unjust levity with which he often treats the Greek 
fathers, and the tone of bitterness and asperity which he 





1 Thave especially used the admi- 
rable and (in my opinion) wholly un- 
rivalled syntax of Bernhardy, the 
good compendious syntax of Madvig, 
the somewhat heavy treatise on the 
same subject by Scheuerlein, Jelf’s 
Grammar, and the small Greek gram- 
mar by Dr Donaldson, which, though 
unpretending in form and succinct in 
its nature, will never be consulted even 


by the advanced student without the 
greatest advantage. On the particles 
I have principally used the somewhat 
clumsy though useful work of Hartung, 
and the very able and voluminous 
notes of Klotz on Devarius. This lat- 
ter work the student will rarely consult 
in vain. I have also derived some 
assistance from Thiersch’s very good 
dissertation on the Pentateuch. 
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assumes towards the learned and pious Tholuck. It is a sad 

evidence of an untouched heart and unchastened spirit, when 

a commentator on the New Testament leaves the written 

Seg of his bitterness on the margins of the Covenant of 
ove. 

The same principle that has induced me to refer to 
repertories and systematic treatises on grammar has also 
influenced me whenever I have been led into dogmatical 
questions. I have sought in most cases information from 
writers who have made the whole subject their study. I 
have freely used Bishop Bull’s Harmonia A postolica, Water- 
land’s Works, and such other of our great English divines as 
I have the good fortune to be acquainted with. I have used 
with profit the recent and popular treatise on St Paul’s doc- 
trine by Usteri, and that by Neander in his Planting of 
Christianity; both of which, with perhaps some reservations, 
may be recommended to the student. I regret that I cannot 
speak with so much freedom of the discussions of the clever 
and critical Ferdinand Baur in his Apostel Paulus. I have 
referred to him in a few cases, for his unquestionable ability 
has seemed to demand it, but it has been always cautiously 
and warily; nor do I at all wish to commend him to the 
notice of any student except of advanced knowledge and of 
fully fixed principles. The other books and authorities which 
I have cited will sufficiently speak for themselves. 

I desire briefly, in conclusion, to allude to the general 
principles which I have adopted in the construction of the 
text, the compilation of the notes, and the revision of the 
translation, and to record my many obligations. 

I. The text is substantially that of Tischendorf': the 
only deviations from it that I have felt compelled to make 
form the subject of the critical notes which are at intervals 
appended to the text. Changes have been made in punctua- 
tion; but these, generally speaking, have not been such as 
to require special notice. I have here applied the principle 
of division of labour which I venture to advocate, It has 
‘always seemed to me that it is at least a very hazardous, if 


1 It was long with me a subject of 
anxious thought whether I should 
adopt the text of Lachmann (for 
whose critical abilities I have a pro- 
found respect) or that of Tischendorf. 
The latter I consider inferior to Lach- 
mann in talent, scholarship, and criti- 
cal acumen. But as a paleographer 
he stands infinitely higher, as a man 


of energy and industry he is unrivalled, 
and as a critic he has learnt from what 
he has suffered. Moreover he is with 
us, still learning, still gathering, still 
toiling; while Lachmann’s edition, 
with all its excellences and all its im- 
perfections, must now remain as he 
has left it to us. 
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not a presumptuous undertaking, for any man, however good 
a scholar, to construct an original text without eminent qua- 
lifications for that task. Years of patient labour must have 
been devoted to those studies: an unflagging industry in 
collecting, and a persistent sagacity in sifting evidence must 
be united in the Biblical critic, or his labours will be worse 
than useless. Those who have not these advantages will do 
well to rely upon others, reserving however to themselves (if 
they are honest men and independent thinkers) the task of 
scrutinizing, testing, and, if need be, of expressing dissent 
from the results arrived at by those whom they follow. I 
have humbly endeavoured thus to act with regard to the 
text of the present epistle: where there has seemed reason 
to depart from Tischendorf (and he is far from infallible) I 
have done so, and have in all cases acted on fixed principles 
which time, and above all failures, have taught me. For a 
novice like myself to obtrude my critical canons on the 
reader would be only so much aimless presumption. I will 
only say that I can by no means assent to a blind adherence 
to external evidence, especially where the preponderance is 
not marked, and the internal evidence of importance: still, 
on the other hand, I regard with the greatest jealousy and 
suspicion any opposition to the nearly coincident testimony 
of the uncial MSS. unless the internal evidence be of a most 
strong and decisive character. I have always endeavoured, 
first, to ascertain the exact nature of the diplomatic evi- 
dence; secondly, that of what I have termed paradiplomatic 
arguments (I must apologize for coining the word), by which 
I mean the apparent probabilities of erroneous transcription, 
permutation of letters, itacism, and so forth; thirdly and 
lastly, the internal evidence, whether resting on apparent- 
deviations from the usus scribendi of the sacred author, or 
the propensio, be it critica, dogmatica, or epexegetica, on the 
part of the copyist. I have also endeavoured to make the 
critical notes as perspicuous as the nature of the subject will 
permit, by grouping the separate classes of authorities, uncial 
manuscripts (MSS.), cursive manuscripts (mss.), versions (VV.), 
and Fathers (Ff.) Greek and Latin, and in some measure 
familiarizing the uneducated eye to comprehend these per- 
plexing, yet deeply interesting particulars. The symbols I 
have used are either those of Tischendorf (to whose cheap 
and useful edition I refer the reader), or else self-explanatory. 
I cannot leave this part of the subject without earnestly 
advising the younger student to acquire, at least in outline, a 
knowledge of the history and details of sacred criticism, and 


See ee oS re - o_O oe a Zhe: — 
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I can recommend him no better general instructor than 
Dr Davidson, in the second volume of his excellent treatise 
on Biblical criticism. 

II, With regard to the notes, I would wish first to 
remark that they neither are nor pretend to be original. I 
have consulted all the best modern, and, I believe, the best 
ancient authorities, wherever they seemed likely to avail me 
in the line of interpretation I had marked out to myself. But 
as I have endeavoured to confine myself principally to critical 
and grammatical details, numerous authors of high position 
and merit in other provinces of interpretation have unavoid- 
ably been, though not unconsulted, still not generally cited. 
Hence, though I entertain a deep reverence for the exegetical 
abilities of some of the Latin Fathers, I have never been able 
to place that reliance on their scholarship which I thankfully 
and admiringly recognize in the great Greek commentators. 
Many of our popular English expositors I have been obliged 
from the same reasons to pass over; for to quote an author 
merely to find fault with him is a process with which I have 
no sympathy. I have studied to make my citations in malam 
partem on a fixed principle. In the first place, I hope I have 
always done it with that quick sense of my own weakness, 
imperfection, and errors, that is the strongest incentive to 
charitable judgments; and with that gentleness which befits a 
commentator on one whose affections were among the warmest 
and deepest that ever dwelt in mortal breast. In the second 
place, I have, I trust, rarely done it except where the contrast 
seemed more distinctly to show out what I conceived to be the 
true interpretation ; where in fact the shadow was needed to 
enhance the light. Thirdly, I have sometimes felt that the 
allegiance I owe to Divine Truth, and the profound reverence 
I entertain for the very letter of Scripture, have required me to 
raise my voice, feeble as it is, against mischievous interpreta- 
tions and rash criticism. The more pleasant duty of quoting 
in bonam partem has also been regulated by a system ; first 
and foremost, of endeavouring to give to every man his due; 
secondly, of supporting myself by the judgments and wisdom 
of others. I have however in no case sought to construct 
those catenz: of names, which it seems now the fashion of 
commentators’ to link together in assent or dissent ; for when- 
ever J have examined one in detail, I have invariably found 
that the authors thus huddled together often introduced such 


1 I regret to find that Professor adopted this method; in some cases, 
Eadie, in his learned and laborious ¢.g. p. 15, his authorities occupy five 
commentary on the Ephesians, has full lines of the commentary. 
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countervailing statements as made their collective opinion 
anything but unanimous. This easy display of erudition,— 
and of error,—cannot be too much reprobated. 

The portions upon which I have most dwelt are the par- 
ticles, the cases, the prepositions, and, as far as I have been 
able, the compound verbs; but on this latter subject I have 
keenly felt the want of help, and have abundantly regretted 
that Winer has never completed the work he projected. If in 
the discussions on the particles I may have seemed wearisome 
or hypercritical, let me crave the reader's indulgence, and re~ 
mind him of the excessive difficulties that have ever been felt 
and acknowledged in the connexion of thought in St Paul's 
Epistles. I hope no one will think my pains have here been 
misplaced. That my notes have visibly overlaid my text will, 
I fear, be urged against me. This I could have avoided bya 
more crowded page, or by disuniting the text and the notes ; 
but I prefer bearing the charge to perplexing the reader's eye 
with close typography, or distracting his attention by refe- 
rences to an isolated text. The notes have been pared down 
in some cases to the very verge of obscurity; but in so diffi- 
cult an epistle, after all possible curtailing, they must still be 
in disproportion to the text. 

III. The last portion I have to notice is the translation. 
This it seemed desirable to append, as a brief but comprehen- 
sive summary of the interpretations advanced in the notes. 
The profound respect I entertain for our own noble version 
would have prevented me, as it did Hammond, from attempt- 
ing any performance of this nature, if 1 had not seen that a 
few corrections made on a fixed principle would enable the 
Authorized Version adequately to reflect the most advanced 
state of modern scholarship. The Authorized Version has 
this incalculable advantage, that it is a truly literal translation, 
—the only form of translation that can properly and reverent- 
ly be adopted in the case of the Holy Scriptures. Of the two 
other forms of translation, the idiomatic and the paraphrastic, 
I fully agree with Mr Kennedy (Preface to Transl. of De- 
mosth.) in the opinion that the former is most suitable for the 
general run of classical authors; while the latter may pos- 
sibly be useful in some philosophical or political treatises, 
where the matter, rather than the manner, is the subject of 
study. But in the Holy Scriptures every peculiar expression, 
even at the risk of losing an idiomatic turn, must be retained. 
Many words, especially the prepositions, have a positive dog- 
matical and theological significance, and to qualify them by 
@ popular turn, or dilute them by a paraphrase, is dangerous 
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in the extreme. It is here that the excellence of our Autho- 
rized Version is so notably conspicuous; while it 1s studiedly 
close and literal, it also, for the most part, preserves the 
idiom of our language in the most happy and successful way. 
It has many of the merits of an idiomatic translation, and 
none of the demerits of what are popularly called literal 
translations, though they commonly only deserve the name 
of un-English metaphrases. A paraphrastic translation, such 
as that adopted by Messrs. Conybeare and Howson, I cannot 
but regard as in many ways unfitted for Holy Scripture. I 
have then adopted she Authorized Version, and have only 
permitted myself to depart from it where it appeared to be 
tncorrect, inexact, insufficient, or obscure, whether from acci- 
dent or (as is alleged) from design. The citations I have 
appended from eight other versions will perhaps prove inter- 
esting, and will show the general reader what a concordia 
discors prevails among all the older English Versions’, and 
how closely and how faithfully the contributors to the Au- 
thorized Version adhered to their instructions to consult 
certain of the older translations, and not to depart from the 
Standard Version which had last preceded them, except dis- 
tinctly necessitated. Thus the Authorized Version is the 
accumulation, as well as the last and most perfect form, 
of the theological learning of fully two hundred and thirty 
years. From such a translation he must be a bold and con- 
fident man who would depart far, without the greatest cau- 
tion and circumspection. 

IV. Finally, I feel myself bound to specify a few of the 
commentators to whom 1 am more especially indebted. 

Of the older writers I have paid the most unremitting 
attention to Chrysostom and Theodoret: for the former espe- 
cially, often as a scholar, always as an exegete, I entertain 
the greatest respect and admiration. Of our older English 
commentators Hammond has been of the greatest service to 
me; his scholarship is generally speaking very accurate, and 
his erudition profound. The short commentary of Bishop 
Fell I have never consulted without profit. Bengel’s Gnomon 
has of course never been out of my hands. Of later writers 
I should wish to specify Dr Peile, from whose commentary I 
have derived many valuable suggestions. I frequently ditfer 
from him in the explanation of voyos without the article; but 
I have always found him an accurate scholar, and especially 


1 I have also consulted Abp. New- have derived from them no assistance 
come’s, and all the later versions of whatever. 
any celebrity, even the Unitarian, but 
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useful for his well-selected citations from Calvin. To the 
late lamented Professor Scholefield’s Hints for a New Trans- 
lation I have always attended. The translation of Conybeare 
and Howson has been of some use; but, as far as my experi- 
ence goes, it appears the least happily executed portion of 
their valuable work. Dr Brown’s Expository Discourses on 
the Galatians is a book written in an excellent spirit, of great 
use and value in an exegetical point of view, but not always to 
be relied upon as a email guide. I cannot pass over Dr 
Bloomfield, though he has not been of so much use to me as 
I could have wished. To the recent German commentators 
I am under the greatest obligations, both in grammar and 
exegesis, though not in theology. Meyer more as a gram- 
marian, De Wette more as an exegete, command the highest 
attention and respect; to the former especially, though a 
little too Atticistic in his prejudices, my fullest acknowledg- 
ments are due. The commentaries of Winer and Schott are 
both excellent; to the latter Meyer seems to have been 
greatly indebted. Usteri has generally caught most happily 
the spirit of his author ; his scholarship is not profound, but 
his exegesis is very good. Riickert, more voluminous and 
more labortous, has always repaid the trouble of perusal. 
The two works in the best theological spirit are those of 
Olshausen and Windischmann: the latter, though a Romanist, 
and by no means uninfluenced by decided prejudices, always 
writes in a reverent spirit, and 1s commonly remarkable for 
good sense, and not unfrequently for his candour. Baumgar- 
ten-Crusius I have found of very little value. Hilgenfeld is 
very useful in historical questions, but has a bad tone in exe- 
gesis, and follows Meyer too closely to be of much use as an 
independent grammatical expositor. 

These are not more than one-third of the expositors I 
have consulted, but are those which, for my own satisfaction, 
and the guidance of younger students, I should wish to 
specify. 

I have now only to commit this first part of my work, 
with all its imperfections, faults, and errors, to the charitable 
judgment of the reader. I have written it alone and unas- 
sisted, with only a country clergyman’s scanty supply of 
books, in a neighbourhood remote from large libraries and 
literary institutions ; and though I have done my uttermost 
to overcome these great disadvantages, I can myself see and 
feel with deep regret how often I have failed. I commend 
myself then not only to the kind judgment, but I will also 
venture to add, the kind assistance of my readers ; for I shall 
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receive and acknowledge with great thankfulness any rectifi- 
cations of errors or any suggestions that may be addressed to 
me at the subjoined direction. 

I will conclude with earnest prayer to Almighty God in 
the name of His ever-blessed Son, that He may so bless this 
poor and feeble effort to disclose the outward significance, 
the jots and the tittles of His word, that He may make it a 
humble instrument of awakening in the hearts of others the 
desire to look deeper into the inward meaning, to mark, 
to read, and to understand, and with a lowly and reverent 
spirit to ponder over the hidden mysteries, the deep warn- 
ings, and the exhaustless consolations of the Book of Life. 

To Him be all honour, all glory, and all praise. 


C. J. EL.Licort, 


Giastox, UPPINGHAM, 
September, 1854. 


INTRODUCTION. 


THs animated, argumentative, and highly characteristic Epistle 
would appear to have been written by St Paul not very long after 
his journey through Galatia and Phrygia (Acts xviii. 23), and as 
the rayéws (ch. i. 6) seems to suggest (but comp. notes, and see 
contra, Conyb. and Hows, S¢ Paul, Vol. 11. p. 164, ed. 2), towards 
the commencement of the lengthened abode at Ephesus (Autumn 
54 or 55 to Pentecost 57 or 58; comp. Acts xix. Io, xx. 31, 
1 Cor. xvi. 8), forming apparently the first of that series of 
Epistles (Gal., 1 Cor., 2 Cor., Rom.) which intervenes between the 
Epp. to the Thessalonians and the four Epp. of the first captivity 
(Col., Eph., Philem., Phil.). It was addressed to the churches of 
the province of Galatia (ch. i. 2),—a province of which the inha- 
bitants could not only boast a Gallic origin, but also appear to 
have retained some of the peculiarities of the Gallic character ; 
see notes on ch. i, 6, iii, 1. The Epistle was not improbably 
encyclical in its character (see Olshaus. on ch. 1. 2, and notes on 
ch. vi. 17), and was called forth by the somewhat rapid lapse of 
the Galatians into the errors of Judaism, which were now being 
disseminated by unprincipled and self-seeking teachers (comp. 
ch. vi. 12, 13) with a dangerous and perhaps malignant activity. 
Against these errors the Apostle had solemnly protested already 
(ch. i. g), but, as this Epistle shows, with at present so little 
abiding effect, that the Judaizing teachers in Galatia, possibly 
recruited with fresh emissaries from Jerusalem, were now not 
only spreading dangerous error, but assailing the very apostolic 
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authority of him who had founded these churches (comp. ch. iv. 13), 
and who loved them so well (ch. iv. 19, 20). 

In accordance with this the Epistle naturally divides itself into 
two controversial portions, and a concluding portion which is more 
directly hortatory and practical. The first portion (ch. i ii) the 
Apostle devotes to a defence of his office, and especially to a proof 
of his divine calling and of his independence of all human authority 
(ch. i 11—ii. 10), nay, his very opposition to it in the person 
of St Peter, when that Apostle had acted with inconsistency 
(ch. ii, 11—21). In the second, or what may be called the 
polemical portion (ch. iii. iv.), the Apostle, both by argument 
(ch. iii), appeal (ch. iv. 12—20), and illustration (ch. iv. 1—7, 
21—30), establishes the truth of the fundamental positions that 
justification is by faith, and not by the deeds of the law (ch. 
iil. s, 6), and that they alone who are of faith are the inheritors of 
the promise, and the true children of Abraham ; comp. notes on 
ch. iii. 29. The third portion (ch. v. vi.) is devoted to hortatory 
warning (ch. iv. 31—v. 6), illustrations of what constitutes a real 
fulfilment of the law (ch. v. 13—26), practical instructions (ch. vi. 
, I—10), and a vivid recapitulation (ch. vi. 11—16). 

The genuineness and authenticity are supported by distinct 
external testimony (Irenwus, Her. 11.7. 3, Tertull. de Preeser. § 6: 
see Lardner, Credibility, Vol. a. p. 163 sq.; Davidson, Introduction, 
Vol. 1. p. 318 sq.), and, as we might infer from the strikingly 
characteristic style of the Epistle, have never been doubted by 
any reputable critic; comp. Meyer, Hinleu. p. 8. 


WPOs VAAATAS. 


Apostolic address and 
utation, concluding 
with a doxology. 


1, dwéorodos] ‘an Apostle,’ in the 
higher and more especial meaning of 
the word; and as such (particularly 
when enhanced by the succeeding 
clause) a forcible protest against the 
Judaists, who probably refused to 
apply it in this particular sense to any 
out of the significant number of the 
Twelve; comp. Hilgenf. Galaterbrief, 
p. 107. It may be observed (comp. 
Maurice, Unity of N.T. p. 402) that 
the question involved more than mere 
personal slander (riy = -yeyernuévyy 
S:aBodyp* Theod.): in asserting the 
pre-eminence of the Twelve over St 
Paul, they were practically denying 
Christ’s perpetual rule over His 
church. With regard to the 
meaning of dwrécrodos in St Paul’s 
Epp., we may remark that in a few 
instances (e.g. 2 Cor. viii. 23, and 
most probably Phil. ii. 25, see notes 
in loc.), it appears to be used in its 
simple etymological sense. In 2 Cor. 
xi. 13, 1 Thess, ii. 6, the meaning 
may be thought doubtful; but in 
Rom. xvi. 7, clrwés elow éxlonuor & 
tots dwooréAots (commonly cited in 
this sense, Conyb. and Hows. St Pawl, 
Vol. I. p. 463), the correct translation 
appears certainly that of Fritzsche, 
‘quippe qui in Apostolorum collegio 
bene audiant:’ comp. Winer, RW2Z. 


AYAOZ ardorodos, ovx an’ av- I. 


Opwmwy ovde od: dvOpwrov, adda 


s.v. Apostel, Vol. 1. p. 69, note 2. 
The various applications of this word 
in eccles, writers are noticed by 
Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. Vol. I. p. 475 
sq.; Hamm. on Rom. xvi. 7. 

obx da’ dvOpedrmey of58 8.’ dvOpchrov] 
‘not from men nor by man,’ ‘not 
from men as an ultimate, nor through 
man as a mediate authority,’—the 
prep. dé here correctly denoting the 
causa remotior (Winer, Gr. § 47 b, 
p- 331; Bernhardy, Syntax, Vv. 12, p. 
222), 3a the causa medians; see 
Winer, § 50. 6, p. 372; Green, Gr. 
p. 299. "Awd is thus not ‘for bwé’ 
(Brown tn loc.; comp. Riick., Olsh.), 
as the use of dwd for bré, especially 
after passives, though found appa- 
rently in some few instances in earlier 
writers (Poppo, Thucyd. 1.17, Vol. 1. 
p. 158), occasionally in later (Bern- 
hardy, Synt. V. 12, p. 224), and fre- 
quently in Byzantine Greek, does not 
appear in St Paul’s Epistles, nor in 
any decisive instance in the N. T.; 
comp. Winer, Gr. § 47 b, p. 232, 
note. In all cases the distinction 
between the prepp. seems sufficiently 
clear: txd points to an action which 
results from a more immediate and 
active, dwd to a less immediate and 
more passive cause; comp. Herm. 
Soph. Elect. 65, and see Rom. xiii. 1 


B 


2 WPOZ TAAATA2Z. 


dia “Incot Xpicrod cat Ocod warpos Tov éyepayros 


(Lachm., Tisch.), where St Paul’s 
correct use of these two prepp. may 
be contrasted with that of Chrysost. 
in loc. There are indeed few points 
more characteristic of the Apostle’s 
style than his varied but accurate use 
of prepp., esp. of two or more in the 
same or in immediately contiguous 
clauses (e.g. els...éwl, Rom. iii. 22; 
éf...8ed....els, xi. 36; wl....ded...€, 
Eph. iv. 6; év...d0d...els, Col. i. 16) 
for the purpose ef more precise defi- 
nition or limitation ; comp. Winer, Gr. 
loc. p. 372. Su’ dvpdrov] 
‘through man,’ otk dvOpury xpnod- 
pevos Uxoupy@* Theod.,—not with any 
studied force in the singular as pointing 
to any particular individual (Mosheim, 
Reb. ante Constant. p. 70), nor yet for 
solemnity’s sake, as more exclusive 
(Alf.), but simply as thus forming 
& more natural antithesis to the fol- 
lowing 3:4’°Incof Xpiorob. 

xal @eot warpés] ‘and God the 
Father ;’ in noticeably close union 
with ’Ino. Xp., both being under the 
vinculum of the single preposition dd, 
comp. ver. 3. We might here not un- 
naturally have expected xal dx Ocod 
warpés, a8 forming a more exact anti- 
thesis to what precedes, and as also 
obviating a ref. of da to the causa 
principalis (Gal. i. 15); comp. how- 
ever 1 Cor. i. 9g; and see Winer, Gr. 
8 47, i, p. 339; and the list in Fritz. 
on Rom. i. 5, Vol. I. 15,—but exclude 
from it 1 Pet. ii. 13, 14. In the 
present case the use of dd seems 
due partly to a brevity of expression, 
which is obviously both natural and 
admissible where it is not necessary 
to draw strict lines between agency, 
origin, and medium (comp. Rom. xi. 
36, and even Plato, Sympos. p. 186 8, 
5c TOO Geod xuBepryGra:), and partly to 
an instinctive association of the two 


Persons of the blessed Trinity in his 
choice and calling as an Apostle. To 
urge this as a direct evidence for the 
dpoovela of the Father and the Son 
(Chrys., Theod.) may perhaps be 
rightly deemed precarious; yet still 
there is something very noticeable in 
this use of acommon preposition with 
both the first and second Persons of 
the Trinity by a writer so cumu- 
lative, and yet for the most part so 
exact, in his use of prepositions as 
St Paul. cot warpos] 
‘God the Father; not in the ordinary 
inclusive reference to all men (De W., 
Alf.), nor with more particular refer- 
ence to Christians, scil. ‘our Father’ 
(Ust. al.), but, as the associated clause 
seems rather to suggest, with special 
andexclusivereference to the preceding 
subject, our Lord Jesus Christ: 80, 


a 
perhaps too expressly, Syr. 010.5} 
ee y 


[patrem ejus]; comp. Pearson, Creed, 
Art. I. Vol. 1. p. 42 (ed. Burt.). 

rou éyelpavros «-7.A.] ‘who ratsed 
Him from the dead.” The addition of 
this designation has been very differ- 
ently explained. While there may 
probably be a remote reference to the 
fact that it is upon the resurrection 
of Jesus Christ that our faith rests 
(1 Cor. xv. 17; comp. Usteri, Pawl. 
Lehrbegr. Tl. 1. 1, p. 97, 98), and 
from it all gifts of grace derived 
(Alf.), the context seems clearly to 
suggest that the more immediate refer- 
ence is to the fact that the Apostle’s 
call was received from Christ in His 
exalted and glorified position (1 Cor. 
ix. 1, r Cor. xv. 8); ‘verax etiam 
novissimus Apostolus qui per Jesum 
Christum totum jam Deum post resur- 
rectionem ejus missus est:’ August. 
in loc.; see Brown, Galatians, p. 22. 
The article with vexpay appears regu- 
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larly omitted in this and similar phrases, 
except Eph. v. 14, and (with dd) 
Matth. xiv. 2, xxviii. 7, al.; see Wi- 
ner, Gr. § 19, p. 112. 

2. «wdvwres] Emphatic: ‘ceteros qui 
secum erant omnes commotos adversus 
eos ostendit.” Ps.-Ambr. St Paul 
frequently adds to his own name that 
of one or more of his companions, 
e.g. Sosthenes (1 Cor. i. 1), Timothy 
(2 Cor. i. 1, Phil. i, 1, Col. i. 1), Sil- 
vanus and Timothy (1 Thess. i. 1, 
2 Thess. i. 1): here however, to add 
weight to his admonitions, and to 
show the unanimity (Chrysost.) that 
was felt on the subject of the Epistle, 
he adopts the inclusive term mdvres 
ddeXpol, defining it more closely by 
ol ody épol (Phil. iv. 21),—‘all the 
brethren who are my present corhpa- 
nions in my travels and my preaching.’ 
There is then no necessity for re- 
stricting dde\¢gol to ‘ official brethren’ 
(Brown ; comp. Beza), nor for extend- 
ing ol ody duol to the whole Christian 
community of the place from which 
the Epistle was written (Erasm., 
Jowett): in this latter case we should 
certainly have expected ‘with whom 
I am,’ rather than ‘who are with me;’ 
see Usteri in loc. 
tatg dxxAnolars ris Tad.) ‘to the 
churches of Galatia ;’ plural, and with 
a comprehensive reference (xavrayxoi 
yap elpyev % vécos, Theod., comp. 
Chrys.), the epistle probably being an 
encyclical letter addressed to the dif- 
ferent churches (of Ancyra, Pessinus, 
Tavium, and other places) throughout 
the province. The omission of the 
usual titles of honour or affection 
seems undoubtedly intentional (Chrys.), 
for in the only other Epistles where 


the simple rj éxx\nolg is used (1 Cor. 
i, 2, 2 Cor. i. 1, 1 Thess. i. 1, 2 Thess. 
i. 1) there is in the two former pas- 
sages the important and qualifying 
addition rod Oeof, and in the two 
latter év Geg warpl x.T.X. 


3. xadpes spty cal elprvn] ‘Grace 
to you and peace; not merely a union 
of two ordinary forms of Jewish salu- 
tation (Fritz. Rom. i. 7, Vol. 1. p. 23), 
or of the Greek xalpew and the Hebrew 


3 pide’, but a greeting of full spiri- 


tual significance; xdps, as Olsh. ob- 
serves, being the divine love manifest- 
ing itself to man, elpjvy the state that 
results from a reception of it. The 
Oriental and Occidental forms of salu- 
tation arethus blended and spiritualized 
in the Christian greeting; see notes 
on Eph. i. 2, and comp. Koch on 1 
Thessal. p. 60. kal Kvplou 
urd] ‘and (from) our Lord Jesus 
Christ.’ Strictly speaking, Christ is 
the mediating imparter of Grace, God 
the direct giver; but just as in verse 
1, 36d was applied both to the Father 
and the Son, so here, in this customary 
salutation (see on Phil. i. 2), dwd is 
applied both to the Son and the Father. 
Olshausen (on Rom. i. 7) justly remarks 
that nothing speaks more decisively 
for the divinity of our Lord than 
these juxtapositions with the Father, 
which pervade the whole language of 
Scripture. 

4. Tod Sdvros daurév] ‘Who gave 
Himself,’ scil. to death; more fully 
expressed : Tim. ii. 6, 6 dods déavrdv 
ayrf\urpov’ comp. Tit. ii. 14. The 
participial clause serves at the very 
outset to specify the active principle 
of the error of the Galatians. The 
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doctrine of the atoning death of Jesus 
Christ, and a recurrence to the laws of 
Moses, were essentially incompatible 
with each other. arepl TOY 
dpapr. tjpav] ‘for owr sins,’ acil. to 
atone for them, Rom. iii. 25, Gal. iii. 
13. The reading bwép (Rec.) has but 
little external support, and is perhaps 
due to dogmatical correction, or to 
that interchange of ep and twrép 
(Fritz. Rom. Vol. 1. p. 28) of which 
the MSS. of the N.T. present so 
many traces. Strictly speaking, vrép, 
in its ethical sense, retains some trace 
of its local meaning, ‘bending over 
to protect’ (udxyecOa: brép twos 
Donalds. Gr. Gr. § 480. 6), and thus 
points more immediately to the action, 
than to the object or circumstance 
from which the action is supposed to 
spring. The latter relation is more 
correctly defined by zepl,—e. 9. ¢go- 
Betcbac wepl rwoss see Winer, Gr. 
§ 47. e, p. 334; Schefer, Demosth. 
Vol TL p. 189, 190. Tlept will thus 
be more naturally used with the thing, 
‘sins, —vrép with the person, ‘sin- 
hers ;’ and this, with a few exceptions 
(e.g. 1 Cor. xv. 3, Heb. v. 3), appears 
the usage of the N.T.; comp. 1 Pet. 
iii, 18, where both forms occur. Still 
it must be admitted that both in the 
N. T. and even in classical Greek 
(Buttm. Jed. ad Mid. p. 188) the dis- 
tinction between these two prepp. is 
often scarcely appreciable; see notes 
on Eph. vi. 19, and on Phil. i. 7. 

Sos EArrar] ‘in order that he might 
deliver us;’ not ‘ eximeret,’ Beza, but 
‘eriperet,’ Vulg.,—the verb éfa:peto dae 
(only here in St Paul’s Epp.) deriving 
from the context the idea of rescuing 
(Bivapuronualve: rod pucapévov' Theod.- 
Mops.) as from danger, é&c. comp. 


Acts xii. 11, xxiii. 37, and appy. xxvi. 
17, and see Elsner, Obs. Vol. II. p. 170. 
On the force of Srws in the N. T., and 
its probable distinction from wa, see 
notes on 2 Thess. i. 12. 

dx rot lverra@ros «.t.d.] ‘out of the 
present evil world; not exactly é« ray 
apdtewy tiv wovnpwy, Chrysost., still 
less ro# wapévros Blov, Theod., but 
simply,—‘ the present evil state of 
things ;’ see notes on Eph. i. 21, where 
the meaning of alwy» is briefly discussed. 
It is doubtful whether 6 é&veorws alwy 
is (a) simply equivalent to 6 viv alay 
(2 Tim. iv. 10, Tit. ii. 12, see notes), 
and therefore in opposition to 6 alwy 
6 ué\Awy (comp. Clem. Cor. 11. 6, ori 
82 obros 6 alaw xal bd wédrwv Si0 ex Opol), 
or whether (3) it denotes in a more 
restricted sense ‘the commencing age,’ 
the age of faithlessness and the deve- 
loping powers of Antichrist that had 
already begun; see Meyer in loc. The 
participle éecrws will appy. admit 
either meaning (comp. Rom. viii. 38, 
1 Cor. iii. 22, with 2 Thess. ii. 2; and 
seo exx. in Rost u. Palm, Lez. s. v. 
Vol. 1. p. 929; Schweigh. Lex. Polyb. 
s.v.); the order of the words how- 
ever,—not Tot wov. alawos roi &vecr., 
—and the general and undogmatical 
character of the passage seem decided- 
ly in favour of (a): so distinctly Syr. 


Lic Was [hoc seculo], Vulg., 


Clarom., ‘ presenti sseculo,’ and sim. 
the best of the remaining Vv. In 
either case the influence of the article 
appears to extend only to éverrdros- 
aldvos xovypod forming an explanatory 
apposition, in effect equivalent to a 
tertiary predication (Donalds, Gr. § 
489), ‘an evil age as it is,’ and point- 
ing out either (a) more generally, or 
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(6) more specifically, the corrupting 
influences of the world and its works: 
see esp. Donalds. Journal of Sacr. 
and Class. Philol. No. 11. p. 223. 
The reading aldvos rol éverr., adopted 
by Lachm., has not strong external 
support [ABN; 39; Orig. (3), Did, 
al.], and is internally suspicious as a 
grammatical correction. Geot 
kal warpds tipev)] ‘God and our 
Father,’ ‘ Dei et patria nostri,’ Vulg.; 
—not ‘God, even our Father’ 
(Brown), xal being only the simple 
copula; see Middleton, Greek Art. p. 
292, 367 (ed. Rose), and comp. notes 
on I Thees. iii. 11. The august title 
6 Oeds xal warhp occurs several times 
in the N.T., both alone (1 Cor. xv. 
24, Eph. v. 20, James i. 27), and with 
a dependent genitive, viz. (a) roo 
Kuplouv qudy’I. X., Rom. xv. 6, Eph, 
i. 3, 2 Cor. i, 3, 1 Pet. i. 3 (of. 2 Cor. 
xi, 31, Col. i. 3); and (6) quad» only, 
as here, Phil. iv. 20, 1 Thess. iii, 11, 
13, and 2 Thess. ii. 16. Whether in 
these latter formule the gen. depends 
on both, or only on the latter of the 
two nouns cannot be positively de- 
cided. No grammatical arguments 
based on the absence of the article 
are here applicable, as warhp is anar- 
throus according to rule (Middl. Gr. 
Art. 1m. 4, § 2; Winer, Gr. § 19. 4, 
p. 116); nor will the most careful 
investigation of the separate passages 
afford any sure grounds for deciding 
on exegetical principles; contr. Fritz. 
Rom. Vol. 111. p. 234. This however 
may be said, that as the term rarihp 
conveys necessarily a relative idea, 
which in theological language admits 
vf many applications (see Suicer, 
Thesaur. s.v. Vol. 11. p. 629 8q.), 
while Qeds conveys only one absolute 


@ 4 ddta eis TOUS aiavas 5 


idea, it would not seem improbable 
that the connexion of thought in the 
mind of the inspired writer might 
lead him in some passages to add a 
defining gen. to rarhp which he did 
not intend necessarily to be referred 
to Oeéds. The Greek commentators, 
whose opinion on such a point would 
be of great value, do not appear to be 
unanimous. Theod.-Mops. in loc. and 
Theodoret on Rom. xvi. 6, refer the 
gen. to the last nom.; Chrys. on Eph. 
i. 3, leaves it doubtful; see notes on 
Eph. i. 3. 

5. | 8d€a] ‘the glory,’ scil. efy not 
tcrw’ see on Eph. i. 2. In this and 
similar forms of doxology,—excepting 
that of the angels, Luke ii. 14, and of 
the multitude, Luke xix. 38,—dééa 
regularly takes the article when used 
alone, ¢.g. Rom. xi. 36, xvi. 27, Eph. 
iii. 21, Phil. iv. 20, 2 Tim. iv. 18, 
Heb. xiii. a1, 2 Pet. iii. 18 When 
joined with one or more substantives 
it appears sometimes with the art. 
(x Pet. iv. rt, Rev. i. 6, vii. 12), some- 
times without it (Rom. ii. ro, 1 Tim. 
i, 17, Jude 25). It is thus difficult 
to determine whether we have here 
(a) the ‘rhetorical’ form of the article 
(Bernhardy, Synt. VI. 22, p. 315), 
‘the glory which especially and alone 
belongs to God’ (comp. Winer, Gr. 
§ 18. x, p. 97), or (6) whether dé¢a 
takes the article as an abstract noun 
(Middl. Gr. Art. v. 1). On the whole, 
(a) seems the most natural, and best 
suited to the context. 
alavas trav alavey] ‘the ages of the 
ages,’ ‘secula seculorum,’ Vulg. ; less 


precisely Syr. oss Sans 


[sesculum seeculorum]: a semi-Hebrais- 
tic expression for a duration of time 
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superlatively (infinitely) long ; comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 36. 2, p. 220. The 
same words occur, Phil. iv. 20, 1 Tim. 
i. 17, 2 Tim, iv. 18, and frequently in 
the Apocalypse. Occasionally we 
meet with the singular alwy rév 
aliévwy (Eph. iii. 21, comp. Dan. vii. 
18), and the perhaps more distinctly 
Hebraistic alwy rod aldvos, Heb. i. 8 
(quotation), Psalm cxi. 10,—but with 
scarcely any appreciable difference of 
meaning ; see notes on Eph. ili. 21. 
Vorst (de Hebraismis N.T. p. 325) 
investigates both this and the similar 
expression ‘yeveds ‘yevedrv, but his 
remarks must be received with caution, 
as on the subject of Hebraisms he 
cannot now be considered a safe 
guide. 

6. @Qavpdfo] ‘J marvel ;? ‘mani- 
festatis beneficiis, mirari se dicit quod 
ab Illo potuerint separari.? Ps.-Je- 
rome. The idea of wondering at 
something blameworthy is frequently 
implied in this word: see Rost u. 
Palm, Lex. s.v., and compare Mark 
vi. 6, John vii. 21, 1 John iii. 13. 
The further idea which Chrys. finds in 
the address, od pdvoy évrpéruv....duod 
&¢ xal decxvds olay Ee wept abrav 
drévoiay, Ere peydAny Twa kal eorov- 
Sacuévnv,—does not seem intended. 
otrws rayéws] ‘so quickly.’ After 
what? In our ignorance of the exact 
time when the Galatians were con- 
verted, as well as the circumstances 
of their defection, this question cannot 
be satisfactorily answered. Of the 
proposed answers—(a) their conver- 
sion, Mey., Alf.; (6) the Apostle’s last 
visit, Beng., Flatt; or (c) the entry of 
the false teachers, Chrys., Theoph.— 
the first appears the least, and the 
last the most probable, as the follow- 


speedy lapse to an- 


ing verse seems to show who the 
Apostle had in his thoughts. At any 
rate the reference of the adverb seems 
decidedly rather to time than manner 
(2 Thess. ii. 2, 1 Tim. v. 22, comp. 
Conyb. and Hows. in loc.), however 
that time be defined. Still all histori- 
cal deductions from such a passage 
(Wieseler, Chronol. p. 285, Davids. 
Introduct. Vol. 11. p. 297) must ob- 
viously be debateable and precarious. 
Grotius appositely cites in illustration 
of the levity of the Gallic character, 
Cesar, Bell. Gall. rv. 5, ‘sunt (Galli) 
in consiliis capiendis mobiles, et novis 
plerumque rebus student ;’ comp. 16. 
It. 1, M1. 10, rg: see Elsner, Observ. 
Sacr. Vol. I. p. 172. 

perar(OcoGe] ‘are going over from, 
are falling away from:’ present (ov« 
edlme peréQecGe, GddAd, perarlbecGe- 
Chrys.,—the defection was still going 
on), and middle, not passive, as 
Theod.-Mops. (yerdyerOe, ws ex 
dyixwr' comp. Heb. vii. 12), Vulg., 
Clarom., al. While in earlier writers 
perarlOexat is used both with and 
without an accusative (yrwunv), in 
the sense of ‘changing an opinion’ 
(see exx. in Rost u. Palm, Lez. s.v.), 
it is as frequently used in later writers 
in the sense ‘descisco,’ with prepp. 
els, mpbs, éwt of the party, dc. to 
thom—e.g. Polyb. 1. 118. 8, puera- 
rlGecbar wpds rods Kapyndovlovs—and 
éx, ax6 (or a simple gen., Diod. Sic. 
XVI. 31), of the party dc. from whom 
the defection has taken place; so 
Appian, Bell, Mithr. 41, dwd ’Apxe- 
Adov mpds ZUAAavy perarlOecPar: comp. 
2 Macc. vii. 24; and see further exx. 
in Kypke, Obs. Vol. 1. p. 273; and in 
Wetst. in loc. Tov kahécavros | 
‘Hum who called you,’ scil. God the 
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Father (Chrys., Theod.), to whom the 
calling of Christians appears regularly 
ascribed by St Paul (ver. 15, Rom. 
viii. 30, ix. 24, 1 Cor. i. 9, vii. 15, 
17, I Thess. ii. 123, 2 Thess. ii. 14, 
2 Tim. i. 9),—not ‘Christ who called 
you,’ Syr., Jerome, al., the correct 
theological distinction being, 7 péy 
k\fjols dore roO Tlarpés, r9s 5é KAjoews 
h alrla rod Tlod’ Chrys.; comp. Rom. 
v.15. Brown (p. 39) excepts Rom. 
i. 6, but scarcely with sufficient rea- 
son; see Fritz. and De W. in loc., 
and comp. Reuss, Théol. Chrét. Iv. 
18, Vol. 11. p. 144; Usteri, Lehrbd. u. 
2. 3, p. 269, 279 sq. The passages 
cited by Alford on Rom. i. 6, viz. 
John v. 25, 1 Tim. i. 12, do not seem 
fully in point. & xdpure] 
‘by the grace of Christ ;’ holy instru- 
ment of the divine calling, the prep. 
@& being here used in its instru- 
mental sense (Eph. ii. 13, vi. 14, al.), 
and marking not so much the element 
in which, as the principle by which 
(immanent instrumentality, Jelf, Gr. 
§ 622. 3, comp. notes on Eph. ii. 13) 
the calling was vouchsafed unto man- 
kind; see notes on 1 Thess. iv. 18, 
and comp. Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 
347. De Wette and Meyer both 
adduce x Cor. vil. 15, & dé elpjvy 
KéxAnkey twas 6 Geds, but not per- 
tinently, as both there and in the two 
other passages in which xahely is 
joined with &, viz. Eph. iv. 4, 1 
Thess. iv. 7 (see notes in loc.), the 
prep. retains its simple and primary 
force of ‘permanence in,’ and marks, 
as it were, the element in which we 
are called to move. In the present 
case however, the dogmatical consi- 
deration that the Grace of Christ, in 
the sense it here appears used by St 
Paul, denotes an active and ener- 
gizing influence rather than a passive 


element, seems distinctly to suggest 
the instrumental sense; comp. Rom. 
v. 18, and see Meyer and Hilgenf. tn 
loc. The usual explanation, 
according to which é is used ‘in 
sensu preegnanti’ for e/s (‘vocavit in 
gratiam,’ Vulg., Auth.), is more than 
doubtful, as xadéw implies no idea of 
motion (comp. Winer, Gr. § 50. 4. a, 
p- 367), while that of Wieseler 
(Chronol. p. 285, note), according to 
which é& xdp.=xdpw (ch. iii. 19), is 
alike inconsistent with the usage of 
é&, and with the regular meaning of 
xdpis Xpeorod. trepov ] 
‘another sort of.’ Fell. If we com- 
pare the very similar passage, 2 Cor. 
xi. 4, in which @repos and &\Xos occur 
in juxtaposition, and apparently in 
senses exactly identical with those in 
the present passage, it will not seem 
necessary to lay any stress on érepoy 
as implying either (a) ‘bad,’ ‘per- 
verted’ (comp. Plato, Phileb. p. 13 A, 
@repov bvoua Pind. Pyth. m1. 34 [60] 
Saluwp Erepos’ see Rost u. Palm, Lex. 
s.v. Vol. I. p. 1202; Wetst. on 1 Tim. 
v. 25), or even (8) ‘strange,’ Scholef. 
Hints, p. 88 (ed. 3), comp. Jude 7; 
—as both here and 2 Cor. l.c. érepos 
appears only to refer to distinction of 
kind, &\dos of individuality ; ‘érepos 
non tantum alium sed diversum sig- 
nificat;? Tittm. Synon. p.155; comp. 
Plato, Sympos. p. 186 B, @repdy re 
cal dyépoov. It must be admitted 
however that this distinction is not 
always kept up in the N. T.; see 
Matth. xi. 3, 1 Cor. xv. 39. 

7. Sot torw dddXo, al prj Kt.A.] 
‘ Which is Not another, save that, &c.’ 
The various interpretations of these 
words turn mainly on the antece- 
dent assigned to 8° this may be () 
the whole sentence, dri—edayyéoy, 
‘quod quidem (acil. vos deficere a 





8 WPOZ TAAATAZ. 


GAXo, ef wy Ties elo Of Taparcorres Kuas Kat OeAov- 

aA ~ 4 

8 res peraorpéerpat To evayyédov Tov Xpiorov. adda 
\ 98 ean A > ? a 9 , ct oa 
kal ay yueis | ayyeNos €& ovpavod evayyeNCyrat viv 


Christo) non est aliud nisi;’ Winer; 
(b) the preceding ebayyédtov, ‘which 
Gospel is, admits of being, no other,’ 
De W. (comp. S8yr., Chrys., Theod.) 
and appy. the majority of expositors ; 
(c) the preceding compound expression 
Erepoy evayyécov' Meyer, Alf. Of 
these (c) is clearly to be preferred, as 
best preserving the natural and gram- 
matical sequence of the words, and 
the distinction between @repos and 
G\Xos. To prevent the words érepoy 
evayyé\cov being misconstrued into 
the admission that there could really 
be any other gospel than the one 
preached to them, St Paul more fully 
explains himself, using dAXos rather 
than the ambiguous érepos, and throw- 
ing the emphasis on otx, ‘which 
(Erepoy evayyéXcov) is not another (a 
second) GOSPEL, except (only in this 
sense, that) there are some who 
trouble you,” t.e. the Judaists bring 
you another gospel, but it is really no 
GosPEL at all; comp. Hamm. and 
Meyer in loc. In a word, as Hilgen- 
feld correctly observes, the seeming 
paradox lies in this fact, that edayyé- 
toy is understood after do in its 
strictest meaning, but expressed after 
érepov in one more lax. a pi] 
‘save that.’ The gloss el wh=ddd\a 
can be distinctly impugned in even 
what seem the strongest passages, ¢.9. 
Matth. xii. 4 (see Fritz. in loc.), 1 
Cor. vii. 17 (see Meyer in loc.): con- 
sult Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1 p. 524; 
Hartung, Partik. uw}, 3. 6, Vol. 1. p. 
120, compared with Dindorf in Steph. 
Thes. Vol. Ul. p. t90. The first dis- 
tinct evidences of this interchange 
appear only in very late writers. 

ot rapdocovres] ‘who are troubling 


you; ‘qui vos conturbant.’ Vulg. 
The definite article might at first sight 
seem inconsistent with the indef. vives: 
when thus used however, it serves to 
particularize, and in the present case 
specifies, the rwés as those whose 
characteristic was troubling the Gala- 
tians, ‘some who are your troublers ;’” 
comp. Luke xviii. 9, rwds tots wemot- 
Oéras* Col. ii. 8, uh res buds Eorac 6 
ourayuryGr. Winer (Gr. § 18. 3, p. 
100) adduces some exx. from classical 
Greek, and compares the common 
expr. elow ol Aéyovres’ see also Bern- 
hardy, Synt. VI. 23, p. 318. We can- 
not therefore with Riickert definitely 
pronounce this as an instance of 
Asiatic Hellenism. The article must 
of course be carried on to Oé\ovres* 
see Kithner’s valuable note on Xen. 
Mem. 1. 1. 20. 

7 evayyAvov trod Xpwrot] It is 
doubtful whether Xpiorof is the gen. 
subjecti, ‘the Gospel preached by 
Christ,’ or the gen. oljecti, ‘ the Gos- 
pel of, or concerning, Christ.” From 
the fuller expression, Rom. i. I, 3, 
ebayyéXov Geod...aep? rod vlot atrod, 
we may perhaps here decide on the 
latter interpretation: see Winer, Gr. 
§ 30. 1, p. 160, According to Meyer 
(on Mark i. 1), when the gen. after 
evayyéX. is owrnplas, Bacidelas, x.7.r. 
it is gen. oljecti; when Qecoi, gen. 
suljecti; but when Xpiorod, gen. 0b- 
jects or subjecti, to be determined only 
by the context. 

8 Kal dav] ‘even 2,’ not how- 
ever necessarily ‘supposing a case 
which has never occurred’ (Alf.), but, 
as usual, conveying the idea of condi- 
tion with the assumption of olyective 
possibility ; see Herm. de Parti. dy, 
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wap 0 einyyeAicapeba viv, 


2. 7, Pp. 95, and esp. the very clear 
distinctions of Schmalfeld, Synt. d. Gr. 
Verb. § 93, 94. It may be further 
observed that, as the order shows, xal 
belongs not to jets or to the sen- 
tence, but to édy (eam st), to which 
it gives force and prominence; see 
Herm. Viger, No. 307; Hartung, 
Partic. xal, 3. 3, Vol. 1. p. 141; and 
notes on Phil. ii. 17. 

Hpets] ‘we.’ Though els here 
seems to refer mainly to St Paul, and 
is frequently so used elsewhere, yet, 
as ol civ duol w. ddeX. may very 
reasonably be here included (Mey.), 
it does not seem desirable, with De 
W., Conyb., and others, to limit the 
term specially to the Apostle. The 
use of juels, or of the simple plural, 
must always depend on the context; 
comp. notes on « Thesa. i. 2. 

wap &] ‘contrary to that which.’ The 
meaning of the prep. has been the 
subject of considerable controversy ; 
the Lutherans having urged the 
meaning preterguam (Vulg. and appy. 
Chrys.), the Romanists that of contra 
(Theod., al.). The latter meaning is 
perfectly oorrect (opp. to Brown, p. 
45; see Donalds. (rr. § 485, and exx. 
in Winer, Gr. § 49. g, p. 360, esp. 
Xen. Mem. 1. 1. 18, where rapa rovs 
vopous and xard T. ». are in antithe- 
gis), and is appy. required by the con- 
text and tenor of the argument. The 
Apostle implies throughout the Epi- 
stle that the Judaical gospel was in 
the strict sense of the words a érepoy 
evayy., and in its very essence op- 
posed to the true Gospel. 

dvdepa] ‘accursed ;’ strictly oon- 
sidered, nothing more than the Hel- 
lenistic form of the Attic dyd@nua, 
Moeris (cited by Lobeck, Phryn. p. 
249), the original meaning of both 
forms being Td dquepwudvov Gey The- 
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odoret on Rom. ix. 3. The prevailing 
use however of dedfexa in malam 
partem, compared with the command, 
Lev. xxvii. 28, seems (esp. in the 
LXX and the N.T.) to have gra- 
dually led to a distinction in meaning ; 
dydOnna being used in the sense of 
donarium (2 Mace. ix. 16, Luke xxi. 
§, but of. var. lect.), dyd@exa (Rom. 
ix. 3, 1 Cor. xii. 3, xvi. 22) as ‘als- 
quid divine ire sacratum ;’ Hesych. 
dydGeua* émixardparos, dxowdrnros. 
avdOnua* xécunua. This distinction, 
though very generally, is still not 
universally observed: see Theod. and 
esp. Chrys. on Rom. ix. 3, who, even 
while he asserts two distinct mean- 
ings, seems to regard the forms as 
interchangeable. In the Eccles. 
writers (see Suicer, Thea. Vol. 1. p. 
268, Bingham, xvi. 2) dvd@exa, like the 
Hebrew DM (see Winer, RWB. Art. 
Bann), was applied to excommunica- 
tion; though even here, it may be 
observed, accompanied sometimes with 
distinct execration; see Bingham, 40. 
a. 17. This milder sense has been 
frequently maintained in the present 
passage (Hammond én loc., Water- 
land, Doct. Trin. ch. 4, Vol. mm. p. 
458), but is distinctly opposed to the 
usage of the N.T.; compare émixard- 
paros, ch. iii. 10; xardpa, ch. iii. 13. 
For further reff. see the good note of 
Fritz. on Rom. ix. 3, Vol. I. p. 253 
Bq. 
g. Wpoaptixapey] ‘we have said be- 
fore.’ To what does xpd here refer? Is 
it (a) solely to the preceding verse, as 
Chrys., Theod., Jerome (comp. Nean- 
der, Planting, Vol. 1. p. 214, Bohn), 
or (6) to a declaration made at the 
Apostle’s last visit, as Syr. (appy.), 
and recently, Ust., De W., Mey., 
al.? Grammatical considerations do 
not contribute to a decision: for nei- 
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ther, on the one hand, can the use of 
the perfect rather than the aor. (which 
is used in ch. v. 21, 3 Thess. iv. 6) 
be preased in favour of (a),—efpyxa at 
most only marking the continuing va- 
lidity of what was said (comp. 2 Cor. 
xii, 9, and Winer, Gr. § 40. 4, p. 243), 
—nor, on the other hand, can the 
reference to what has just been said 
be urged as inconsistent with the 
usage of xpd (Ust.), for see 2 Macc. 
iii. 7, mpoecpnuawv xpnudrwy (where 
the subject referred to is mentioned 
no further back than the beginning of 
the preceding verse), 3 Macc. vi. 35; 
and compare 2 Cor. vii. 3 with 2 Cor. 
vi. 11. Contextual reasons however, 
viz. the insertion of dp: as marking 
an antithesis to what was distinctly 
past, and the apparent identity of 
time marked by the two plural verbs 
evnyyer., mpoep. (Alf.), seems so dis- 
tinctly in favour of (5), that in this 
case we do not hesitate to maintain 
that reference even in opposition to 
the opinion of. the Greek expositors ; 
comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 2. This passage 
has been pressed into the controversy 
relative to the state of the Galatian 
church at the Apostle’s second visit; 
see Davidson, Introd. Vol. 11. p. 305. 
kal dprt «.7.A.] ‘so now I say again,’ 
undoubtedly a consecutive sentence. 
Riickert and B.-Crus., by making it 
part of the antecedent sentence, re- 
tain the more Attic meaning of dprz, 
but suppose an intolerably harsh el- 
lipsis before ef ris. “Apri is not used 
in Attic Greek for purely present 
time—comp. Plato, Meno, p. 89 0, 
where év rg vty is in opp. to & rq 
dpri—but is not uncommonly so used 
in later Greek; see esp. Lobeck, 
Phryn. p. 18 sq. d....evayyedl- 
Lerar} ‘tf any one preacheth ;’ simply 


Gpre ‘yap 


and purely conditional (‘ef cum indic. 
nihil significat preter conditionem,’ 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 455), ‘if, as 
a matter of fact, preaching is a course 
of action pursued by any one,’ be such 
an assumption reasonable or the con- 
trary ; seeesp. Schmalfeld, Syntaz, §g1, 
p. 193. This change from the more 
restricted ¢ay with subj. in ver. 8, 
appears here intentional; comp. Acts 
v. 38, 39. Still such distinctions must 
not be overpressed, as there is abun- 
dant evidence to show that not only 
in later, but even sometimes in earlier 
writers, they were not always care- 
fully observed ; see Madvig, Gr. § 125. 
1. It is certainly noticeable that in 
Euclid (¢.g. Book 1 Prop. 4) éd» 
with subj. is nearly always used in 
mathematical hypotheses, where there 
can be no accessory idea, but where 
experience must prove the truth or 
fallacy of the supposition: see Winer, 
Gr. § 41. 2, p. 260, note. This use 
of edayyeN gona: with an accus. per- 
sone is a dwat deydu. in St Paul’s 
Epp., but occurs elsewhere both in 
the N. T. (Luke iii. 18, Acts viii. 25, 
40, xiii. 32, xiv. 15, 21, xvi. 10, r Pet. 
i. 12), and in later writers: comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 32. 1. p. 199, and Lo- 
beck, Phryn. p. 267 sq. 

10. dpre ydp] ‘For now;’ not 
contrasting his present conduct and 
former Pharisaism (Neander, Plant- 
ing, Vol. I. p. 222 [Bohn]; Wieseler, 
Chronol. p. 178), but emphatically 
repeating the dpr: of the preceding 
verse, and calling especial attention 
to his present words ; ‘Now,— when 
I am using such unhesitating lan- 
guage.’ The exact force of yap 
seems more open to question: it may 
be plausibly taken as in abrupt and 
ironical reference to the charges of the 
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will confirm this by stating my mode of life before my conversion. 


tr. 68] The external authorities for this reading are AD?EKLN; many 
Vv. (Aith.-Pol. and others omit entirely) ; Chrys., Theod., al.; Ambrat. (Rec., 


Judaists ; ‘well! am I now, dc.’ (on 
this idiomatic use of ydp, see esp. 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. WW. p. 245) but 
is perhaps more naturally regarded 
as argumentative,—not however 80 
much with ref. to the seeming harsh- 
ness of his previous words (Mey., 
Alf.,) as to their unquestionable truth, 
the beat proof of which lay in his 
being one who was making God his 
friend, and not men; see Olsh. and 
Hilgenf. in loc. welOw] ‘am 


I persuading?’ Ox2A%o oot [sum 


persuadens] Syr., ‘suadeo,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom.; scil. ‘am I making friends of? 
the slight modification of meaning, 
viz. ‘persuadendo mihi concilio,’ as 
suggested by the latter words of the 
clause, being easily supplied from the 
context; see Acts xii. 20, 2 Macc. 
iv. 45, and comp. mwetcat tov Gedy 
(with inf.), Joseph. Antig. Iv. 6. 5, 
VI. 5. 6, VOI. to. 3. The usual com- 
ment that wel§w is here used de 
conatu (Ust., al.) is very questionable. 
Of the passages cited in support of 
this meaning, Acts xxviii. 23 cer- 
tainly proves nothing, and lian, Var. 
Hist. 11. 6 is not to the point, ‘at- 
tempt’ being implied not by the verb 
but its tense. The same obs. seems 
applicable to Xenoph. Hell, vi. 5. 16; 
Polyb. Hist. 1v. 64. 2; cited in Steph. 
Thes. 8. v. qf inte «.7.A.] 
‘or am I seeking to please, &c.’ not 
merely a different (De W.), but a 
more general and comprehensive 


statement of the preceding clause. 
The student will find a sound sermon 
on this verse by Farindon, Serm, xx1. 
Vol. 1. p. 139 (ed. 1849). 
tru dvOp. Hpeckov] ‘/ were still pleas- 
tng men.’ It is not necessary either to 
press the use of the imperf. de conatu, 
or to modify the meaning of dpécxw, 
‘studeo placere,—a meaning which 
it never bears; see Fritz. Rom. xv. 
a, Vol, mI. p. 241, note. The apostle 
says, ‘I am not pleasing men; and a 
clear proof is, that I am Christ’s ser- 
vant, whose service is incompatible 
with that of man.’ The emphasis thus 
rests on &r: (Mey., Brown) which is 
not merely logical (De Wette), but 
temporal, with ref. to the preceding 
dpre. Rec. and Tisch. (ed. 7) insert 
yap after el, with D9EKL; Syr., 
and other Vv.; Chrys., Theod. al.,— 
but with little plausibility, as the 
authority for the omission is strong 
[ABD!FGN; 5 mss. ; Vulg., Clarom., 
Copt., Arm.; Cyr. (3). Dam.], and 
the probability of interpolation to 
assist the argument is by no means 
slight. qpyv] This form 
of the imperf., so common in later 
writers, is found, Xen. Cyr. vi. t. 9, 
Lysias, Areop. p. 111. 17 (ed. Steph.), 
but is unequivocally condemned by 
the Atticists. Buttm. remarks that 
it is commonly found when in combi- 
nation with dy* this however is doubt- 
ful; see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 152. 

11, Tvoap{e 8€] ‘Now I certify, 
make known unto you;’ commence- 
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Griesb., Scholz., Lachm., De W., Mey., Tisch. ed. 7). For ydp, BD'FG ; 
17. al....Vulg., Clarom., Dam., Hier., Aug., al. (Tisch. ed. 2; commended by 
Griesb.). |The permutation of 5¢ and ydp is so common that internal con- 
siderations become here of some importance. The question is, does St Paul 
here seem to desire to carry out further his previous remarks? to explain? or to 
prove them? In the first case we could only have, as Riick. observes, 3¢° in 
the second, ydp or 5é (8¢ retaining a faint oppositive force, Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. I. p. 3); in the third, only ydp. The context seems decisively in favour 


of the first hypothesis, and therefore of 8é. » 


ment of what may be termed the 
apologetic portion of the epistle, ch. 
i. 11—ii. 21, The present formula, 
Usteri observes, is always used by 
St Paul as the prelude of a more 
deliberate and solemn avowal of his 
opinion; comp. 1 Cor. xv. 1, 2 Cor. 
viii. 1, 1 Cor. xii. 3 (did yv.). Ae is 
consequently here (see critical note) 
what is termed peraBarixdy, Bekk. 


Anecd, p. 958 (cited by Hartung, 


Vol. 1. p. 165), t.€. it indicates a trans- 
ttion from what has been already 
said, to the fresh aspects of the sub- 
ject which are now introduced. 

For examples of the very intelligible 
attraction rd edayy...dri, see Winer, 
Gr. § 66. 5, p. 551. 

otk torw Kata dvOpwrov}] ‘is not 
after man,’ t.e. ‘is of no human 
strain :’ ‘xard complectitur vim pre- 
_ positionum dé (7), dd et smapd.’ 
Bengel. This remark, if understood 
exegetically rather than grammati- 
cally, is perfectly correct. Kara 
dyOp. taken per se implies, ‘after the 
fashion, after the manner of man’ 
(Winer, Gr. § 49. a, p. 358), but in 
the present context amounts to the 
more comprehensive declaration that 
the edayyé\toy was not dvOpdmivor, 
either in its essence or object; otx 
tbrd dvOpwrlyuv oiykerrat Noytopar’ 
Theod. : compare Plato, Phileb. p. 120, 
Td 8 éudy deds...00K tore xara dvOpw- 


wov' where the true qualitative na- 
ture of the expression is shown by 
the further explanation d\\d wépa 
ro peylerov péf8ov. The different 
shades of meaning under which this 
formula appears in St Paul’s Epp. 
(ch. iii. 15, Rom. iii. 5, 1 Cor. iii. 3, 
ix. 8, xv. 32) must be referred to the 
context, not to the preposition; see 
Fritz. Rom. iii. 5, Vol. I. p. 159 9q.; 
and comp. Suicer, Zhesaur. Vol. 1. 
P- 351. 

12. ob8t ydp tye] ‘ For neither did 
I receive it, &c.” proof of the pre- 
ceding assertion. The true force of 
oSé¢ has here been frequently mis- 
understood ; but may be properly pre- 
served, if we only observe (1) that 
in all such cases as the present (comp. 
John v. 22, vill. 42, Rom. viii. 7) the 
particle must receive its exact expla- 
nation from the context (‘adsumpt& 
extrinsecus aliqu& sententif,’ Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 11. p. 707); and (2) that 
ovdé yap in negative sentences stands 
in strict parallelism, and bears cor- 
responding meanings, with xal ydp 
in positive sentences; see Hartung, 
Partik. ov5é, 2. B. 2, Vol. 1. p. 211, 
and comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. s.v. 
Vol. 11. p. 21 8q. We may thus cor- 
rectly translate, either (a) nam ne ego 
quidem, ‘even I who so naturally 
might have been taught of men, 
Hilgenf., Winer i loc, and Gr. 


I. 12. 
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§ 55. 6, p. 436; or (8) neque enim 
ego, ‘I as little as the other Apostles’ 
(Olsh.); or perhaps a little more in- 
clusively, ‘J (distinctly emphatic)—as 
little as any others, whether Xpiorodl- 
Sacro: or dvOpwrodldaxra,’ Of these 
(8) is to be preferred not only from 
contextual but even grammatical rea- 
sons; for (a) independently of seem- 
ing too ooncessive, would also have 
been most naturally expressed by ovdé 
éyw ydp, or xal yap 008° éyd (Riick.). 
This last objection Meyer considers 
invalid on account of the normal 
position of ydp,—but inexactly; for 
though ydp generally occupies the 
and place, yet when the rst and 2nd 
words are closely united (which would 
here be the case) it occupies the 3rd: 
see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 251. 
wapa dv@pérov] ‘from man: not 
synonymous with dwd dy@pdrov, the 
distinction between these prepositions 
after verbs of receiving, &c. (rapa 
more tmmediate, dwd more remote 
source) being appy. regularly main- 
tained in St Paul's Epp.: comp. 1 Cor. 
xi. 23, wapé\aBov drd rol Kuplov’ on 
which Winer (de Verb. Comp. Fasc. 
II. p. 7) rightly observes, ‘non wapd 
ro Kuplov, propterea quod non ipse 
Christus preesentem docuit ;’ see Schulz, 
Abendm. p. 218 sq. 

ote UiSdy ny] ‘nor was I taught it; 
slightly different from the preceding 
wapé\aBov, the €33. pointing more to 
sulyective appropriation, while wapé\. 
only marks objective reception (Win- 
dischm.): so appy- Beng., ‘alterum 
(wapéx.) fit sine labore, alterum cum 
labore discendi.’ On the sequence 
o03¢—otre, see Winer, Gr. § 55. 6, 
p. 436, and esp. Hartung, Parttk. obre, 
I. 9, Vol, 1. p. 201 sq., where this un- 
usual, but (in cases like the present) 
defensible, collocation is fully explain- 


ed. In all such passages, dé refers to 
the foregoing words or sentence, so 
that odre is used as if od or ovx had 
preceded; 8¢ in negative sentences 
having often much of the force and 
functions which xal has in affirmative 
sentences: see especially Wex, Antig. 
Vol. 11. p. 157, and comp. Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 711. The reading ovde (Rec. 
and even Lachm.) is supported by 
AD'!FGN; a few mas.; Eus., Chrys., 
al. ; but, as a likely repetition of the 
preceding o’dé, or a correction of a 
supposed solecism, is more than doubt- 
ful. *"Inoot Xprcrod } ‘from 
Jesus Christ; gen. subjecti, forming 
an antithesis to the preceding rapa 
éx9pwrov’ Christ was the sowrce and 
author of it (Fell, Hamm.): comp. 
a Cor. xii. 1, and notes on 1 Thess. i. 
6. In expressions similar to the pre- 
sent (comp. elpiwn Oco0, edayy. rod 
Xpicrod) it is only from the context 
that the nature of the gen., whether 
subjectt or objectt, can be properly 
determined; see Winer, (r. § 30. I, 
p. 168, and comp. notes on ver. 7. 
The peculiar revelation here alluded 
to may be, as Aquinas supposes, one 
vouchsafed to the Apostle soon after 
his conversion, by which he was fitted 
to become a preacher of the Gospel; 
comp. Eph, iii. 3, where however 
éyrwplebn (Lachm., Tisch.) is leas deci- 
sive than Rec. éyvdpice. It is 
a subject of continual discussion whe- 
ther the teaching of St Paul was the 
result of one single illumination, or of 
progressive development ; comp. Reuss, 
Théol, Ohrét. tv. 4, Vol. 0. p. 42 8q.; 
Thiersch, A post. Age, Vol. I. p. 1108q. 
(Transl.). The most natural opinion 
would certainly seem to be this; that 
as, on the one hand, we may rever- 
ently presume that all the fundamental 
truths of the Gospel would be fully 
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revealed to St Paul before he com- 
menced preaching; so, on the other, 
it might have been ordained, that (in 
accordance with the laws of our spiri- 
tual nature) its deepest mysteries and 
profoundest harmonies should be seen 
and felt through the practical expe- 
riences of his apostolical labours. The 
question is partially entertained by 
Augustine, de Gestis Pelag. ch. xiv. 
(32), Vol. x. p. 339 8q. (ed. Migne, 
Par. 1845). 


13. txotoare ydp] ‘For ye heard,’ | 


historical proof, by an appeal to his 
former well known (hxotoc. emphatic) 
zeal for Judaism, that it was no human 
influence or human teaching that 
could have changed such a character ; 
ob yap dy, el uh Oeds Fy 6 exxaddrrwp, 
ovrws d0pdav Erxov peraBoryy. Chrys. 
tiv éuivy dvacrpodiiy wore x.7.X.] 
‘my conversation in time past,’ &c. 
Auth.-Vers. These words are taken 
by most interpreters as simply equiva- 
lent to ri wore (xporépay) dvaor. 
This is not critically exact. As Dr 
Donaldson has suggested, the position 
of wére is due to the verb included in 
avacrpopjy' as St Paul would have 
said dveorpedbuny wore, he allows 
himself to write rhv éuhy dvacrpogphy 
wore. Meyer aptly cites Plato, Leg. 
10. p. 685 D, 4 THs Tpolas &dwors rd 
Sevrepov. év tO "Tovbaicpe] 
‘the Jews’ religion,’ i.e. ‘ Judaism, 
see 2 Macc. ii. 21, xiv. 38, 4 Macc. iv. 
26. On the specializing force of the 
art, with abstract nouns, see Scheuer- 
lein, Syntax, § 26. 2. c, p. 219. 

briplovy] ‘was destroying tt,’ ‘expug- 
nabam,’ Vulg., Clarom.: see Acts ix. 


21, 6 wop0hoas év ‘Iepoveadhuy rovs 
émtxadounévous’ and comp. Ausch. Sept. 
176 (194). It is not necessary either 
to modify the meaning of rop0ciy with 


Syr. (A.001 ee eram vastans), 


Copt. (desolabam), and other Vv., or 
to explain the imperf. as de conatwu 
(oBéoa éwexelpe’ Chrys.) with the 
Greek commentators. As Meyer justly 
observes, St Paul previous to his con- 
version was actally engaged in the 
work of destruction: he was not a 
Verwilster merely, or a Verstérer, but 
a Zerstirer: comp. Acta xxii. 4, édlwia 
Gypt Oavdrov. The imperfects accu- 
rately denote the course of the Apo- 
atle’s conduct, which commenced and 
continued during the time of his Ju- 
daism, but owing to his conversion 
was never carried out; contrast édlwéa, 
Acta, /.c., 1 Cor. xv. 9; and see Bern- 
hardy, Synt. X. 3, p. 372 8q., where 
the three principal uses of the imperf. 
(simultaneity, duration, and non-com- 
pletion) are perspicuously stated, and 
comp. the more elaborate notice of 
Schmalfeld, Synt. § 55, pp. 97—111. 
14. ovvynArcvoras] ‘contemporaries.’ 
Zuvpyr. is a drat Aeydu. in the N.T., 
and is only found occasionally in a 
few later writers, e.g. Diod. Sic. 1. 53, 
Dion. Halic, x. 49; see Wetst. in loc., 
and the exx. collected by Dindorf 
and Hase in Steph. Thesaur. s.v. Vol. 
VII. p. 1378. The compound form 
(compare cuppéroxos, Eph. iii. 6, v. 
7; ovyxowwvés, 1 Cor. ix. 23) is con- 
demned by the A tticists; Attic writers 
using only the simple form; see 
Thomas Mag. p. 208 (ed. Bern.), 
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a recital of the places ’ 


4 
where I abode, andthe @ag Me eK KOtNlag fNTpOS MoU Kal 
countries in which I 

travelled. The churches of Judsea knew of me only by report. 


15. 6Océs] ADEKLN; mss.; many VV., but Syr. (Philox.) with ast. ; 
Orig. (1), Chrys. (1), Theod, (3), al.; Iren. (1), Aug., al. (Rec., Griesb. marked 
with ©, Scholz, [Lachm.] Mey.). Tisch. omits these words with BFG; some 
mss.; Boern., Vulg., Syr.; Orig. (2), Chrys. (1), Theodoret (2), Iren. (1), Orig. 
(interp.), Faust. ap. Aug., Ambrst., Hier., al. (De W., approved by Mill, 
Prolegom. p. 47). The accidental omission however seems probable on para- 
diplomatic considerations (see Pref. p. xvi), © having O immediately before, 


and soon after it. 


Herodian, p. 433 (ed. Koch.). 
wepiroor. {nduwris vardpx.] ‘being 
from the first more exceedingly a 
zealot or contender ;’ modal participial 
clause serving to define more particu- 
larly the peculiar nature of the ad- 
vance which St Paul made in Ju- 
daism. The comparison repicc. is 
obviously with those just mentioned, 
the roddol curd. dv Ty yéver pov. 
TOY TaTpiKeY pov Trapaddcewy] ‘for 
the traditions of my fathers ;’ gen. 
oljectt. after (nAwri}s,—object about 
which the ¢#\os was displayed; comp. 
Acts xxi. 20, xxii. 3, 1 Cor. xiv. 12, 
Tit. ii. 14. The insertion of jov 
qualifies the more general term zrarpr- 
xés, making it equivalent to the more 
special zarporapddoros, and thus cer- 
tainly seeming here to limit the sapa- 
3édcers to the special ancestral tradi- 
tions of the sect to which the Apostle 
belonged (Meyer), t.e. to Pharisai- 
cal traditions; comp. Acts xxiii. 6, 
Papicaios vids Papwalwy’ and more 
expressly Acts xxvi. 5, xardh Thy 
dxpiBeordrny alperw rijs huerépas Opy- 
oxelas Efyoa Papicatos. 

15. “Ore 88 e086x. «.7.4.] ‘ But when 
tt pleased God; notice of the time 
subsequent to his conversion, in which 


the Apostle might have been thought 
to have conferred with men, but did 
not. On the meaning of evdoxéw,— 
here marking the free, unconditioned, 
and gracious will of God, see notes on 
1 Thess. ii. 8, and on its four con- 
structions in the N. T., notes on Col. 
i, 19. é& Kowrlas pnrpds 
pov] ‘from my mother’s womb,’ t.e. 
‘from the moment I was born,’—not 
as Calv., ‘nondum genitum,’ Jer. i. 
5; é« being temporal both here and 
Matth. xix. 12, Luke i. 15, Acts iii. 
2, xiv. 8, and marking the point of 
time from which the temporal series 
is reckoned: see Winer, Gr. § 47. b, 
p- 328. 

The verb ddoploas, as Jowett ob- 
serves, has two meanings, the first 
physical (Ath.-Pol.), the second and 
predominant one ethical and spiritual 
(‘segregavit,’ Vulg., Clarom.); comp. 
Rom. i. 1. kal kadéoag K.T.A. ] 
‘and called me by means of His 
grace,’ scil, at the Apostle’s conver- 
sion (Acts ix. 3 8q.),—not with any 
reference to a calling, undefined in 
time, which depended on the counsels 
of God, as Rtickert in loc.: compare 
Rom. viii. 30, where the temporal 
connexion between wpowpice and éxd- 
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Aece (on the force of the aorists see 
Fritz. in. loc.) is exactly similar to 
that between ddoploas and xadécas in 
the present passage. The xdfjors in 
both cases has a distinct origin in 
time ; abriv [Gedy] Edn xal wpd alwvwy 
mpoeyvuxévas kal pera talra Kexdn- 
xvas xa 8» Katpdv édoxtyace- 
Theod.; comp. Usteri, Lehrb. 11. 2. 
2, p. 269. Std rijs xdp. 
avrov}] ‘by means of His grace: 
grace was the ‘causa medians’ of the 
Apostle’s call; wavraxod rijs xdprros 
elval dyot 7d way cal rijs piravOpwrlas 
abrod r#s 4¢drov. Chrys. The moving 
cause of the call was the Divine eddo- 
ala, the mediating cause the boundless 
grace of God, the instrument the 
heaven-sent voice: comp. Winer, Gr. 
8 47, P- 337- 

16. daroxadinpas] ‘Zo reveal ;’ de- 
pendent on the preceding eddéxnce, 
not on the participles (Est.),—a con- 
nexion that would involve the un- 
exampled construction (in the N. T.) 
e0d6x.—Wwa edayy., and would impair 
the force of ta. év éuol] 
‘within me,’ not ‘per me,’ Grot., 
‘in my case,’ Green, or ‘coram me,’ 
Peile; but simply ‘in me,’ Vulg., z.e. 
‘in my soul ;’ Xpiocrdy elyey &v daurg 
Aadoiyra. Chrys. It may be ad- 
mitted that, owing partly to linguis- 
tic (see on 2 Thess. ii. 16), and partly 
to dogmatical reasons (Winer, Gr. 
$47. 2. obs.,-p. 322), there is some 
difficulty in satisfactorily adjusting all 
St Paul’s varied uses of the prep. &”° 
still, wherever the primary meaning 
gives a sense which cannot be objected 
to dogmatically or exegetically, we 
are bound to abide by it. Here this 
meaning is especially pertinent. Both 


gapki Kae 
subjectively, by deep inward revela- 
tions, as well as objectively, by out- 
ward manifestations, was the great 
apostle prepared for the work of the 
ministry ; see Chrysoat. in loc. 

On the arbitrary meanings assigned 
to & in the N. T., see Winer, Gr. 
8 48. a, p. 348. ebayyeXl- 
fopar}] Present: the action was still 
going on. | eb bes ob 
wporaveléunv] ‘straightway I ad- 
dressed &c.’ the edféws standing pro- 
minently forward and implying that 
he not only avoided conference with 
men, but did so from the very frat ; 
otx dwev dmwhGs, ‘ob mpocavebduy,’ 
GAN ‘ed0dws x.7.d.’ Chrys. Accord- 
ing to the common explanation, evféws 
is to be connected in sense with 
dxjj\Oov, though in immediate struc- 
ture with rpocayeOduny’ ‘ Apostolus,— 
que fuit ejus alacritas,—interponit 
negativam sententiam que ipsi in 
mentem venit ;’ Winer; comp. Jowett, 
and Alf. It seems more correct to 
say that ev@éws belongs to the whole 
sentence from ov mpocay. to ’ApaBlay», 
which, by means of the antithesis 
between its component negative and 
affirmative clauses, in fact expresses 
one single thought; ‘immediately I 
avoided all conference and intercourse 
with man; comp. Meyer én loc. 

ob} mpocavedéuny] ‘J addressed no 
communication to ;’ not exactly ‘non 
acquievi,’ Vulg., Clarom., nor quite 


80 much as Ady ll [non revelavi] 


Syr., but more simply, ov« dyexoww- 
odunv, Theod., ‘I made no communi- 
cation to, and held no counsel with,’ 
‘non contuli.’ Beza. The prep. rpds 
does not imply that the Apostle ‘did 
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not tn addition to that confer’ (comp. 
Ust.), but, as not uncommonly in 
composition, simply indicates direction 
towards: compare mpocavarliecGat 
tots udyrest (Diod. Sio. xvir. 116) 
with xpocavapdpew rots udvrect (ib. 
ib.), in which latter verb the idea of 
direction is made more apparent; see 
Fritz. Fritzsch. Opusc. p. 204. 
gwapxl cal atpart] ‘flesh and blood ;’ 
8 Hebrew circumlocution for man,— 
generally with the accessory idea of 
weakness or frailty; see Hammond 
and Lightfoot on Matt. xvi. 17. The 
expression occurs four times in the 
N. T., apparently under the following 
modifications of meaning; (a) Man 
in his mere corporeal nature, 1 Cor. 
xv. 50, Heb. ii. 14; (6) Man in his 
weak intellectual nature, contrasted 
with God, Matt. xvi. 17 (contr. Mey.), 
comp. Chrys. Vol. x. 675 B, ed. Ben. ; 
(c) Man in his feeble human powers, 
contrasted with spiritual natures and 
agencies, Eph. vi. 1a. The present 
passage seems to belong to (5); the 
Apostle took not weak men for his 
advisers or instructors, but communed 
in stillness with God. Chrys. in 
referring the worda to the Apostles 
seemed himself to feel the application 
too limited, as he adds, ef 5¢ xal rep 
wdvruv dvOpirev rodrs dyow, ovde 
dysets dyrepoipev. 

£7. 0688 driXov] ‘nor did J go 
away,’ scil. from Damascus,—to which 
place the mention of his conversion 
naturally leads his thoughts. It does 
not here seem necessary to press ov8e 
in translation (‘nor yet did I, dc.’ 
Conyb.), as the context does not seem 
climactic; see notes on 1 Thess. ii. 3 
(Transt.). In the present case it has 
appy. only that quasi conjunctive 
force (see notes ver. 12) by which it 


appends one negation to another,—- 
‘non apte connexa, sed potius fortuito 
concursu accedentia;’ Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 707; see notes on Eph. 
iv. 27, Winer, Gr. 8 55. 6, p. 432, 
and esp. Franke, de Part. Neg. 11. 2, 
p. 6. The reading dv@\Gov [ Rec. 
with AKLN; mss.; Vulg., Clarom., 
Copt , Syr.-Philox.; Chrys., Theod.], 
though recently adopted by Tisch. 
(ed. 7) and fairly supported, is inferior 
in critical authority to dw9\Oov, and 
to be suspected as a not improbable 
correction. ddAd] 
The particle has here its usual force 
after a negation, and implies such an 
opposition between the negative and 
affirmative clauses, that the first is 
us it were obliterated and absorbed 
by the second; see Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. uu. p in, Fritz. Mark, Excurs. 
2, p. 773. Schrader is thus perhape 
justified in pressing the opposition 
between ov xpocay. and dA\d dwF0. 
as an evidence that St Paul went 
into Arabia for seclusion; contr. 
Anger, Rat. Temp. ch. IV. p. 123. 
In estimating however the force of 
d\Ad in negative sentences, caution 
must always be used, as ovx—dddd 
(not dé) is the regular sequence, like 
‘nicht—sondern ’ (not ‘ aber’) in Ger- 
man; see Donalds. Cratyl. § 201. 

els “ApaBlav] ‘into Arabia ;’ possi- 
bly the Arabian desert in the neigh- 
bourhood of Damascus, ’Apafia being 
a term of somewhat vague and com- 
prehensive application; see Conyb. 
and Hows. S¢ Paul, Vol. 1. p. 105, 
and for the various divisions of Arabia, 
Forbiger, Alé. Geogr. § 102, Vol. 11. 
p. 728 sq. This brief but ciroum- 
stantial recapitulation of St Paul’s 
early history is designed to show that, 
in the early period after his conver- 


C 


oY 





18 


WPOZ TAAATA2. 


a 
18 wakw uméotpea eis Aapackdy. erera mera ery 
~ ~ an a 
tpia avnidOov eis ‘Iepoco\vua ioropioat Kydav, nat 


sion, he was never in any place where 
he could have learned anything from 
the other Apostles. A discussion 
of the olject (probably religious medi- 
tation) and of the duration (probably 
a large portion of three years) of this 
abode in Arabia,— both, especially the 
latter, greatly contested points, will 
be found in Schrader, Paulus, Part 1. 
p- 54 8q.; Wieseler, Chronol. p. 141 
sq.; Davidson, Introd. Vol. It. p. 75, 
80. Aapacxéy] 
‘ Damascus,’ This most ancient city 
certainly existed as early as the days 
of Abraham (Gen. xiv. 18, xv. 2), 
and is supposed even at that remote 
period to have had an independent 
government (see L. Miller, Orig. 
Regni Damasc, in Iken, Thesaur. Vol. 
I. p. 721 8q.). After being subdued 
by David (2 Sam. viii. 5, 6), it re- 
volted under Solomon (1 Kings xi. 
24), formed the seat of a very widely 
extended government (comp. 1 Kings 
xx. I), was recovered by Jeroboam 
the son of Joash (2 Kings xiv. 28), 
united in alliance with the kingdom of 
Israel, but was afterwards taken by 
Tiglath Pileser (2 Kings xvi. 9). After 
falling successively under the Babylo- 
nian, Persian, and Seleucid sway, 
it passed at last under that of the 
Romans (8.0. 64; see Diod. Sic. 
XXXIX. 30), and at the time of the 
Apostle formed a part of the depend- 
ent kingdom of Aretas (2 Cor. xi. 
32). For further notices of the history 
of this ancient city, see Winer, RWB. 
Vol. 1. p. 244 8q.; Pauly, Real-Encycl. 
Vol. 11. p. 847 8q.; Conyb. and How- 
son, Sé¢ Paul, Vol. 1. p. 108. 

18. ry tola] ‘three years;’ scil. 
after his conversion, that being the 
obvious and natural terminus a quo 
to which all the dates in the narrative 


are to be referred; see notes on ch. 
ii. 1 How much of this time was 
spent in Damascus, and how much in 
Arabia, is completely uncertain. The 
only note of time in Acta ix. 23, 
hyépas lxaval, which appears to include 
this stay in Arabia, has by recent 
expositora been referred solely to the 
time of preaching at Damascus,— 
though appy. with less probability ; 
see Anger, Rat. Temp. p. 122; Wie- 
seler, Chronol. p. 143. 

loropicat] ‘to visit, to become ac- 
quainted with;’ scarcely so little as 
‘videre,’ Vulg., Syr., Copt., al., but 
more in the sense of ‘coram cogno- 
gcere,’—to visit and make a personal 
acquaintance with. As the meaning 
of this verb has been somewhat con- 
tested, we may remark that it is 
used by later writers with reference 
to (a) places, things,—in the sense of 
‘visiting,’ ‘making a journey to see ;” 
Plutarch, Thes. 30, Pomp. 40; Polyb. 
Hist. 111. 48. 12; compare Chrysost. 
Sep ol rds weydAas rodes xal Aauwrpas 
karapavddvovres \éyourw* (b) persons 
—in the sense of ‘seeing,’ ‘making 
the acquaintance of ;’ Joseph. Antiq. 
VIII. 2. 5, loropfica ’"EXedoapov’ Bell. 
VI. 1. 8, dv éyw lordépyoa’ somewhat 
curiously, in reference to the pillar of 
salt into which Lot’s wife was changed, 
Antig. I. 23, lorépnxa 32 abrhv’ see 
also Clem. Hom. vir. 24 (p. 196, ed. 
Dressel), loropijcat rovs rijs Oeparelas 
éxirvyxdvovras, ib. 1. 9, p. 32; XIX. 6, 
p. 376; and exx. collected by Hilgenf. 
Gal. p. 122, note. There is thus no 
lexical necessity for pressing the pri- 
mary meaning (Hesych. loropei, éowrd) 
advocated by Bagge in loc. The 
reading Ilérpow(Rec.), insteadof Knpay»y 
[ABS; 3 mss.; Syr., Copt., Ath. 
(both), Syr.-Phil. in marg., al.], is 
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supported by preponderating external 
authority [DEFGKL; mss.; Vulg., 
Clarom., al.; many Ff.], but is rightly 
rejected by most modern editors as a 
probable explanatory gloss. 
drinava mpds atréy] ‘J tarried with 
him,’ comp. ch. ii. §, Scauelvy mpos 
Uuds* Matth. xxvi. 55, mpds duds 
éxadegouny’ (Lachm.;) 1 Cor. xvi. 6, 
mpds vuds 82 ruxdy wapauens’ ver. 7, 
éwiueivar wpds duds’ al.: usually with 
persons ; ‘spe nostri scriptores, ut 
ipsorum Greecorum poets: passim, wpds 
cum accus., adjecto verbo quietis, sic 
collocant, ut non sit nisi apud, i. q. 
wapa cum dativo.’ Fritz. on Mark, p. 
202. We may compare with this the 
legal forms, xpds diacryrhy \axelv, De- 
mosth. p. 602. § 36; ras dikas elvac rpds 
rovs Epxovras, ib. 1074. §95 ; dc. where 
the original notion of ‘going to,’ &c. 
has passed into that of mere direction. 
The ér? in éwévewa is not per se 
‘intensive’ (Alf. on Col, i. 23), but 
appy. denotes rest at a place; see 
Rost u. Palm, Lez. s.v. érl, C. 3, 
Vol. I. p. 1045. The verb itself has 
two constructions in the N.T.,—with 
a simple dative (Rom. vi. 1, xi. 22, 23, 
Col. i. 23, « Tim. iv. 16); and with 
prepp. éxl (Acts xxviii. 14), mpés 
(here, and r Cor. xvi. 7), é (Phil. 
i, 24); see notes on Col, i. 23, and 
Winer, Verb. Comp. 11. p. 11, 
Wpépas Sexaméyre] The reason for 
this shortness of St Paul’s stay is 
mentioned in Acts ix. 29. The Apostle 
specifies the exact time of his stay 
at Jerusalem, to show convincingly 
how very slight had been his oppor- 
tunities of receiving instruction from 
St Peter or any one else there. 

19. eb py’ IdkoBov] ‘save James,’ 
t.e. no other dwrécrod\oy save him. 
It may fairly be said that every prin- 


ciple of grammatical perspicuity re- 
quires that after these words not 
merely elSov, but el3oy rév dadoro\oy 
be supplied; comp. 1 Cor. i. 14, 
ovdéva vudy éBdrrica ef uh Kplowoy 
xat T'diov. This is distinctly admitted 
both by Mey., Hilgenf., and the best 
recent commentators, even though 
they differ in their deductions: so 
very clearly Chrys. St James then 
was an dséorodos (whatever be the 
meaning assigned to the word),—a 
fact somewhat confirmed by the use of 
dwocré\ous, Acts ix. 27. The addi- 
tional title, 6 dde\pds ro? Kuplov (7d 
cepro\dynua, as Chrys, terms it), was 
probably added (Ust.) to distinguish 
this James from the son of Zebedee, 
who was then living. Whether it 
follows from this passage that Jacobus 
Frater and Jacobus Alphai are iden- 
tical (by no means such a fiction as 
Meyer somewhat hastily terms it), 
and that James was thus one of the 
Twelve, is a question which falls with- 
out the scope of this commentary. 
This consideration only may be sug- 
gested ; whether in a passage 80 cir- 
cumstantial as the present, where St 
Paul’s whole object is to prove that 
he was no emissary from the Apostles 
(comp. ver. 17), the use of ddedgds 
in its less proper sense (Kuplou dveyids, 
Theod.) is not more plausible than the 
similar use of dwrécrodos. The most 
weighty counter-argument is derived 
from John vii. 5, o08é yap of ddeddol 
abrod éxrlorevoy els adrév’ but it 
deserves careful consideration whether 
éxicrevow really means more than a 
proper, intelligent, and rightful belief ; 
see even De Wette on John l.c., and 
comp. John vi. 64, where od micrevew 
is predicated of some of the pa@yral, 
and where ver. 67 implies some doubt 
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even of of dudexa’ See also Life of 
Our Lord, p. 97, note. The student 
who desires to examine this difficult 
question may profitably consult Mill, 
on the Brethren of our Lord ; Schneck- 
enburger, on St James, p. 144 8q.; 
Arnaud, Recherches sur VEpitre de 
Jude, and the review of it by Dietlein 
in Reuter, Repert. (Aug. 1851); Ne- 
ander, Planting, Vol. 1. p. 351, note 
(Bohn); Blom’s Disputation (in Vol- 
beding, Thesaur. Comment. Vol. 1.); 
Credner, Einleitung, Vol. 1. p. 5713 
Wieseler, Stud. wu. Krit. (Parti. 1842); 
and Hilgenf. Galaterbr. p. 219. The 
most recent monographs are those by 
Schaff, Berlin, 1842; and Goy, Mont. 
1845. 

20. & 8 ypddw «.r.A.] ‘But as 
to what I write unto you ;’ not paren- 
thetical, but a strong and reiterated 
assurance of the little he had received 
from the Apostles, & 52 ypddw tyuiy 
being an emphatic anacoluthon: comp. 
Wannowski, Constr. Abs. p. 54 8q., 
where this and similar constructions 
are fully discussed. dre ob 
evSopar] ‘(J declare) that I lie not 7 
strong confirmatory asseveration of 
the truth,—not of ver. 12 sq. (Winer), 
but of ver. 17, 18. In passages 
marked with this sort of abruptness 
and pathos (see Liicke on 1 Joh. iii. 20, 
p- 245, ed. 2) a verb consonant with 
the context is commonly to be supplied 
before 871, comp. Acts xiv. 22. <Ac- 
cordingly in the present case, ypddw 
(Mey.), Aéyw (De W.), éort (Riick.), 
Suvups (Ust.), have been proposed as 
suppletory ; the first three are, how- 
ever, obviously too weak, the last too 
strong,—évwriov tod Geo not being 
any more than ny 922, a formal 


oath (Olsh.). Jf any definite word 
was in the Apostle’s thoughts, it was 
perhaps diapuapripoua (Acts x. 42, 
with &7:), especially as, in three out of 
the five places in St Paul’s Epp. in 
which évér. rod Geos occurs in a simi- 
lar sort of connexion to the present, 
this verb is found joined with it; see 
1 Tim. v. 21, 2 Tim. ii. 14 (€vm. 
rod Kup.), iv. 1. On this use of orc in 
asseverations, see Fritz. on Rom. ix. 2, 
Vol. 11. p. 242. 
at. vd wAlpara] ‘the regions ; 
‘partes,’ Vulg.; a word only used in 
the N.T. by St Paul, here, Rom. xv. 
23, and 2 Cor. xi. 10. The primary 
meaning, as derivation indicates, is 
‘inclinatio’ or ‘declivitas,’ e.g. «Al- 
para dpav, Eustath. p. 1498. 47 
(comp. Polyb. Hist. vir. 6. 1), thence 
with ref. to the inclination of the 
heavens to the poles, ‘a tract of the 
sky,’ xAtua ovpavof, Herodian, x1. 8, 
and lastly, —its most usual meaning, — 
a tract of the earth, whether of 
greater (comp. Athen. XII. p. 523 E) 
or, as in the present case, of more 
limited extent: comp. Polyb. Hist. v. 
44. 6, X. 1. 3. On its accentuation 
(usually xAlua, but more correctly 
k\twa) see Lobeck, Paralip. p. 418. 
The journey here mentioned is appy. 
identical with that briefly noticed in 
Acts ix. 30; see Conyb. and Hows. 
St Paul, Vol. 1. p. 115. 
Zvplas] Not the lower part of Syria, 
called Phoenice (Winer, Ust., al.), but 
‘Syria proper’ (4 dyw Zupla, Strabo), 
as St Paul’s object is to show the dis. 
tance he was from any quarter where 
he could have received instruction 
from the Apostics; see Meyer in loc. 
In Acts xxi. 3, Zupla is used merely 
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in a general way to denote the Roman 
province bearing that name: on its 
divisions, see Forbiger, Handb. Geogr. 
Vol. 11. p. 640. vis Kuiuxlas]} 
Occasionally mentioned in combina- 
tion with Zupia (Acts xv. 23, 41), 
‘from their geographical affinity’ 
(Alf.), and as serving to define what 
portion of the larger province is 
especially alluded to. For a general 
notice of this province, see Strabo, 
Geogr. XIV. 5, p. 668 sq.; Mannert, 
Geogr. VI. 2, p. 32 8q.; Forbiger, Alt. 
Geogr. § 67, Vol. 11. p. 271 8q. 

22. T® wpocdrp] ‘in respect of 
personal appearance,’ scil. ‘by face,’ 
ove dwd Sews yrpimos Fv adrois. 
Chrys. The general limiting nature 
of the dative (Scheuerl. Synt. & 20, 
Donalds. @r. § 458) may here be fully 
recognised: the Apostle was not un- 
known to the Churches in every sense, 
but only in regard to his outward ap- 
pearance. This particular dative, 
commonly called the dative ‘of refer- 
ence to,’ must be carefully distin- 
guished both from the tnstrumental 
and t e modal dat. (1 Cor. xi. 5), and 
may be hest considered as a local 
dative ethically used. Here, for in- 
stance, the Apostle’s appearance was 
not that by which, but as it were the 
place in which, their ignorance was 
evinced : see eap. Scheuerl. Snt. § 22, 
&, p. 179; and comp. Winer, Gr. § 31. 
6, p. 193; Bernhardy, Synt. 111. 8, p. 84. 
ths “IovSalas] The Church of Jeru- 
ralem however is to be excepted, as 
there the Apostle was elowopevéuevos 
kal éxropevouevos, wappnocatsmevos ev 
T@ dvépare rob Kuplouv. Acts ix. 28. 
rats dv Xprorg] Not merely a peri- 
phrasis for the adj., ‘the Christian 
churches,’ but ‘ the churches which are 


in Christ > t.¢e. which are incorporated 
with Him who is the Head: comp. 
Eph. i. 22, 23. 

23. dxovovres Hoav] ‘they were 
hearing; scil. the members of these 
Churches; see Winer, Gr. § 67. 1, p. 
555. This periphrasis, which proha- 
bly owes its prevalence in the N. T. 
to the similar formula in Aramaic 


O001 to 
( saa aos), serves to express 


the idea of duration more distinctly 
than the simple tense; see Winer, Gr. 
§ 45. 5, p. 311. In the LXX. it seems 
principally limited to those cases in 
which the participle is used in the 
original; see Thiersch, de Pent. IIt. 11, 
p. 113. Examples are found in Attic 
Greek (see Jelf, Gr. § 375. 4), but 
commonly under the limitation that 
the participle expresses some property 
or quality inherent in the subject; see 
Stalbaum, Plato, Rep. vi. p. 492 A. 

Ste 6 StcdKav K.7.A.] ‘our former per- 
secutor ;’ the participle being here by 
means of the art. turned into a spe- 
cies of subst., and losing all temporal 
force ; see the exx. collected by Winer, 
Gr. $ 57, p. 317, and comp. the very 
bold form rév daurfs Exovra, Plato, 
Phedr. p. 244 £, cited by Bernhardy, 
Synt. VI. 22. obs. p. 316. "Ore 
is here not the ‘87c recitativum’ 
(Schott),—a use of the particle not 
found in St Paul’s Epp. except in 
citations from the O. T. (Mey.),—but 
pre<erves its usual relatival force, the 
‘oratio indirecta’ which it introduces 
passing afterwards into the ‘oratio 
directa’ in the pronoun. This latter 
assumption Mey. deems unnecessary, 
as St Paul, being now a Christian, 
might call himself ‘our former perse- 
cutor.’ This however se_ms forced 
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‘When I went up to 
Jerusalem, I commu- 


nicated my Gospel both in public and private: I resisted 
the false brethren, and was accredited by the Apostles. 


and artificial. ariv wor) 
‘the faith,’ objectively represented as 
a rule of life (De W.); comp. ch. iii. 
23, 1 Tim. i. 19, iv. 1,al. In the Eccles. 
writers wloris is frequently used in the 
more distinctly objective sense, ‘the 
Christian doctrine,’ ‘doctrina jidem 
postulans’ (e.g. Ignat. Eph. § 16, édy 
alorw Ocod év xaxq didacxarle Pbelpy’ 
Concil. Laod. can. 46, rlorw éxpavOd- 
yew’ see Suicer, Thes. s.v. wloris, 2. a), 
but it seems very doubtful whether 
this sense ever occurs in the N.T. In 
Acts vi. 7, draxovew rq wloTret seems 
certainly very similar to traxovew T@ 
evdayyedly, Rom. x. 16 (see Fritz. 
Vol. 1. 17), but even there ‘the faith,’ 
as the inward and outward rule of life 
(see Meyer in loc.), yields a very satis- 
factory meaning. On the various uses 
of wlaris, see Usteri, Lehrb. 11. 1. 2, 
p- 91 8q. 

24. dy hol] ‘in me,’ not ‘on ac- 
count of me’ (Brown), or ‘for what 
he had done in me’ (Jowett) ; but sim- 
ply ‘in me’ (Vulg., Clarom.), ‘ut qui 
in me invenissent celebrationis mate- 
riam ;’ Winer tn loc,: compare Exod. 
xiv. 4, vdotacOjoopa évy Papag. God, 
as Windisch. observes, was working 
in St Paul, and so was praised in him. 
The prep. in such cases as the present 
points to the object as being as it were 
the sphere in which (Eph. i. 17), or the 
substratum on which (1 Cor. vii. 14, 
see Winer, Gr. p. 345; comp. Andoc. 
de Myster. p. 33, ed. Schiller) the ac- 
tion takes place. The transition from 
this to the common usage of é in the 
sense of ‘ dependence on,’ is easy and 
obvious; see exx. in Rost u. Palm, 
Lex, 8.v. A. 2. b, Vol. L p. gog, and 


comp. Bernhardy, Synt. v. 8. b, p- 
210. 


CHaprer II. 1. Std Secarerodpesy 
érév] ‘after an interval of,’ ‘post,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., Copt., Armen.; dexa- 
recodpuw wapeNOovruv érav, Chrys.: 
comp. Acts xxiv. 17, 3: érév whecdvwp. 
The meaning of the prep. has here 
been unduly pressed to suit precon- 
ceived historical views. Ard, in its 
temporal sense, denotes an action en- 
during through and out of a period of 
time; and may thus be translated 
during, or after, according as the 
nature of the action makes the idea of 
duration through the whole of the 
period (Heb. ii. 15, dca wavrds rod fFe), 
or occurrence at the end of the period, 
most prominent. Thus 8a mwoddod 
xpévou ce édpaxa is correctly explained 
by Fritz. (Fritzsch. Opusc. p. 163, note), 
‘longo temporis spatio decurso quo 
te non vidi, te vidi:’ comp. Herm. on 
Vig. No. 377, b. This is the correct 
use of dd. There are however a few 
indisputable instances of a more lax 
use of the prep. in the N.T., to 
denote an action which took place 
within, not during the whole of a pe- 
riod: e.g. Acta v. 19, da vyuxrds 
dvoltas, where both the tense and the 
occurrence preclude the possibility of 
its being ‘throughout the night’ 
(contr. Meyer); so also Acts xvi. 9: 
Acts xvii. 10 is perhaps doubtful ; see 
Fritzsch. Opusc. p. 165; Winer, Gr. 
§ 47. i. p. 337. Grammatical consi- 
derations then alone are not sufficient 
to justify Dr Peile’s paraphrase, ‘not 
till after ;’ but on exegetical grounds 
it may be fairly urged that the mention 


I. 24.—II. 2. 
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warty aveBnv eis ‘IeporcAuua pera BapvaBa, cup- 
mwapataBwv cat Titov avéBny de xara amoxaduu, 2 


of fourteen years, thus undefined by 
a terminus ad quem, as well as a quo, 
would be singularly at variance with 
the circumstantial nature of the nar- 
rative. With regard to the great 
historical difficulties in which the pas- 
sage is involved, it can here only briefly 
be said; (1) The terminus a quo of the 
fourteen years, being purely a subjec- 
tive epoch, does certainly seem that 
time which must have ever been pre- 
sent to the Apostle’s thoughts,—the 
time of his conversion (Anger, Wiese- 
ler); especially as the &rn rpla, ch. i. 
18, appear so reckoned. (2) Exegetical 
as well as grammatical (rdw) con- 
riderations seem to show that it was 
St Paul’s second journey ;—for how, 
when misconstruction was so possible, 
could it be passed over? and how can 
St Peter’s conduct be explained? But 
(3) chronolog. arguments, based on 
historical coincidences, make it impos- 
sible to doubt that Irensus (Her. 111. 
13) and Theodoret (in loc.) are right 
in supposing this the journey men- 
tioned Acts xv., and therefore, accord- 
ing to St Luke’s account, the third. 
In a commentary of this nature it is 
impossible to allude to the various 
efforts (even to the invalidation of an 
unquestionable text) to reconcile (2) 
and (3): it may be enough to say that 
both chronological and historical de- 
ductions seem so certain, that (2) must 
give way: see the sensible explana- 
tion and remarks of Thiersch, A post. 
Age, Vol. 1. p. 120 sq. (Transl.). A 
complete disoussion will be found in 
the chronolog. works of Anger and 
Wieseler; Davidson, Introd. Vol. 11. 
p- 112 8q.; Winer, RWB. Art. ‘ Pau- 
lus;’ Conyb. and Howson, S¢ Paul, 
ch. VII.; see also Meyer tn loc.; Al- 
ford, Vol. 11. Prolegom. p. 26. 


cupmaparaBey xal Tlrov] ‘having 
taken with me also Titus,’ the ascen- 


sive xal perhaps alluding to his being 
uncircumcised; comp. Acts xv. 2, 
Tlad\ov xal BapydSav xal rivas &d- 
Aous é€£ atréy. St Paul was now the 
principal person (cunwrapadaBwr): at 
the preceding (second) visit Barnabas 
seems to have taken the lead: see 
Meyer in loc. 

2. dwiBynv 8&] ‘J went up too,’ 
d¢ having its ‘vim exponendi’ (Frits. 
tn loc.), or, as we might perhaps more 
exactly say, ite retéerative force (Klots, 
Devar. Vol. 11% p. 361, Hartung, 
Parttk. 8é, 2. 7, Vol. 1. p. 168), and 
repeating, not without a slight opposi- 
tion, the preceding d»éB8yv. The native 
force of the particle may just be 
traced in the faint contrast arising 
from the explanation and introduction 
of fresh particulars. 

Kara daoxdAuvyy] ‘by, scil. tn ac- 
cordance with, revelation,—not for my 
own purposes ;’ xa7d as usual imply- 
ing the rule, the ‘normam agendi;’ 
see Bernhardy, Synt, Vv. 20. b, p. 239, 
241.  Hermann’s translation ‘ expli- 
cationis caus&’ must on exegetical, 
and perhaps even on grammatical 
grounds (see Fritzsch. Opusc. p. 169), 
certainly be rejected. For (1) dwoxd- 
Avyis is never used in this lower sense 
either by St Paul or any other 
of the sacred writers; and (2) the 
current of the Apostle’s argument is 
totally at variance with such an ex- 
planation. His object is here to show 
that his visit to Jerusalem was not to 
satisfy any doubts of his own, nor 
even any suggestions of his converts, 
but in obedience to the command of 
God. The objection, that the current 
translation would require xard twa 
dwoxd\vyw (Herm.), may be neu- 
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tralized by the observation that xara 
droxd\uyw is in effect used nearly 
adverbially ; see Eph. iii. 3. 
aveOdunv] ‘J communicated ;’? ‘con- 
tuli cum illis,” Vulg., Clarom., comp. 
Syr. [patefeci]; ‘enarravi,’ Fritz. ; 
‘ipsa collatio unam doctrine speciem 
exclus& omni varietate monstrabat.’ 
Beza. The meaning assigned by 
Green (Gramm. N. T. p. 82) ‘to leave 
altogether in the hands of, or at the 
pleasure of another,’ is more than 
doubtful; in the only other place in 
the N. T. where the word occurs, 
Acts xxv. 14, 7@ Baotrel dvéGero ra 
xara 7dv Ilai\ov, the meaning seems 
tu be clearly, as here, ‘communicated: ’ 
see Fritz. Opusc. p. 169, and the exx. 
in Wetst. in loc. av rots] 
‘to them,’ scil. to the inhabitants of 
‘Iepood\uua (ver. 1), or rather (as 
the sense obviously requires a certain 
limitation) to the Christians residing 
there, —‘Christianis gregariis’ (Fritz.), 
as opp. to toils doxoicw, the Apo- 
stiles; comp. Matth. xii. 15, Luke v. 
17; and see Winer, Gr. § 22. 3. 1, 
p- 131; Bernhardy, Synt. vi. 11. b, 
p. 288. The reference to the Apostles 
collectively (Schott, Olsh.), or to the 
Elders of the Church, is not by any 
means probable. 

nar’ Slav 84] ‘but privately,’ ¢. e. in 
a private conference ; comp. Mark iv. 
34: the Apostle communicated his 
evayyéxcov to the Christians at Jeru- 
salem openly and unreservedly, but 
xar lay (between me and them, 


a v v v 

OWN ert; Syr.) entered 
probably more into its doctrinal as- 
pects; comp. Theod. tn loc. The 
meaning assigned to d¢ (‘I mean’) by 
Alf., who appy. denies any second 
and separate communication, seems 


here very doubtful (see ver. 4); and 
that to xar’ dla» (‘ preferably,’ ‘speci- 
ally’) by Olsh., distinctly untenable, 
as xar (ldlay occurs 16 times in the 
N.T., and in all cases is used in a 
directly, or (as here) indirectly local 
sense; see Mark ix. 28, xiii. 3, Luke 
x. 23, &c. and comp. Neand. Plant. 
Vol. I. p. 104 (Bohn). 

totg Soxotow] ‘to those who were 
high in reputation,’ Scholef. Hints, 
p. 88; see Eurip. Hec, 292 (295)— 
where ol Soxoivres is opp. to of 4- 
dototvres —and the exx. collected by 
Kypke and Elsner, esp. Eur. Troad. 
608, and Herodian, VI. 1, rods Soxoiv- 
tas kal hrtkla cepvordrovs,—in 
all of which oi 30x. appears simply 
equivalent to éwionuos (Theod.). There 
is not then, as Olsh. conceives, any 
shade of blame or irony (Alf.) in the 
expression, but as Chrys. correctly 
observes, ‘ rots Soxovoc’ gyal, wera TFs 
éaurod kal Thy xowhy dwdyray Néywr 
Yiipov’ see CEcum. tn loc. 

pi wag els xevdv tpéxa, 4 Bpapoy] 
‘lest I might be running, or have 
(already) run in vain;’ t.¢e. ‘lest I 
might lose my past or present labour’ 
(Hamm.) by leaving others to deem 
that it was fruitless and unaccredited. 
This passage presents combined gram- 
matical and exegetical difficulties, both 
of which must be briefly noticed. 
(a) tpfxw. By comparing the very 
similar passage 1 Thess. iii, 5, uijrws 
éxelpacey...xal els kevov yévnrat x.T. X. 
it would certainly seem that rpéyw is 
pres. subj. (see Winer, Gr. § 56. 2, 
p. 448, where both passages are in- 
vestigated); but there is a difficulty 
both in meod and tense. The former 
taay be explained away by the observ- 
able tendency of the N.T. and later 
writers to lapse from the optat. into 
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TPEXH, Ij édpapov. 
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the subjunct. (Winer, § 41. b.I, p. 258; 
Green, Gr. p. 72); the latter, either 
by considering rpéxw a ‘then- present,’ 
opp. to &&payoy a ‘then-past,’ or as 
pointing to the continuance of the ac- 
tion. (8) pr wows then is not num forte 
(an opinion formerly held by Fr.tzsche, 
and still by Green, p 82, but well 
refuted by Dr Puile), but ne forte. 
(y) &papov may be explained in two 
ways; either (with Fritz.) as an indic. 
after a non-realized, etc. hypoth. 
(Herm. de Partic. dv, 1. 10, p. 54), 
—a structure at which, atrange to say, 
Hilgenf. seeras to stumble ;—or indic. 
after ujwrws (tearing lest), the change 
of mood implying that the event 
apprehended had now taken place; 
seo Winer, Gr. § 56. 2, p. 446; comp. 
Scheuerl. Synt. § 34. a. 5, p. 364; 
Matth. Gr. § 520. 8. We 
have then two possible translations; 
(1) Pur; ose; dveOéuny...uywws &dpa- 
wov, [ communicatel...that I might 
mot perchance have run in vain (as I 
should have done if I had not, ¢c.). 
(2) Apprehension; dveOéuny...(poSov- 
Hevos) phrws Eipayoy, I communicated 
... being apprehensive lest perchance I 
might really have, &c., the verb 
‘timendi’ being idiomatically omitted ; 
see Gayler, de Part. Neg. p. 327; 
Schmalfeld, Synt. § 152. Of these 
(2) seems most in accordance with 
St Paul’s style; see ch. iv. 11, and 1 
Thess. iii. 5. To both translations 
however there are very grave ob- 
jections; to (1) on logical, to (2) on 
exegetical grounds: to (1), because it 
was not on the communication or non- 
communication of his Gospel that St 
Paul’s running in vain really hinged, 
but on the assent or dissent of the 
Apostles: to (3), because it is incre- 
dible that he who went up «ar’ dro- 


kd\uyw could have felt any doubt 
about his own course. To escape these 
difficulties we must adopt one of two 
explanations (neither wholly free from 
objections): either we must refer the 
words oljectively to the danger St 
Paul’s converts might have run of 
being rejected by the Church if he 
had not communicated; or (which is 
most probable) subjectively, with the 
Greek commentators, to the opinions 
of others; Wa bddtw rods raira 
Urowredovras bre ovx els xevdy tpéxw* 
Chrys.; see Hammond in loc. If 
othera deemed St Paul’s past and 
present course fruitless, it really must 
in that respect have amounted to a 
loss of past and present Jabour. 

3. °AAN ob5€] ‘ But (distinctly to 
prove @ fortiori that I had not run 
in vain) not even,—&c. The emphasis 
rests on Tlros,—Titus, whom the 
Apostles migi.t have required to be 
circumcised, even while in general 
terms they approved of St Paul’s 
preaching. On this gradational force 
of dA’ obdé (‘at ne—quidem,’ ‘indi- 
cant, silentio oblitterat& re leviore, 
afferri graviorem’), see Fritz. in loc. 
(Opusc. p. 178), and compare Luke 
xxiii. 15, Acts xix. 2. The true sepa- 
rative force of d\\d (‘aliud jam esse 
quod sumus dicturi,’ Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 2) is here distinctly appa- 
rent. “EAAnv dv] ‘being a 
Greek,’ scil. ‘inasmuch as, or though, 
he was a Greek,’ xalro: “EAX\nv oy° 
Theodoret; not ‘and was a Greek,’ 
Alf., the appended participial clause 
not being predicative, but concessive, 
or suggestive of the reason why the 
demand was made; comp. Donalds. 
Cratyl. § 305, Gr. § 492 8q. 
fvayxdeOn] ‘was compelled.’ The 
choice of this word seems clearly to 
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imply that the circumcision of Titus 
was strongly pressed on St Paul and 
St Barnabas; see Baur, Paulus, p. 
121, It does not however by any 
means appear that the Apostles were 
party to it; in fact, if we assume 
the identity of this journey with the 
third, the language of Acts xv. § 
seems distinctly to imply the con- 


4- 80d 88 rovs wapacrdrovs Pevda- 
SAdovs] ‘and that, or now it was, 
because of the false brethren insidiously 
brought in,’ scil. odx hvayxdoOn wepi- 
TunOjvar’ explanatory statement (dé 
explicative; see below) why Titus was 
not compelled to be circumcised, viz. 
because the yeviddeAgot were making 
it a party matter. The construction 
is not perfectly perspicuous, but it 
does not appear necessary either to 
regard it as a positive anacoluthon 
(Rinck, Zucubr. Crit. p. 171, Hilgenf. 
in loc.); or a8 an anacol. arising from 
two blended constructions (Winer, Gr. 
§ 63, p. 502); still less a connexion of 
ver. 4 with ver. 2 (Bagge, al.). The 
difficulty, as the Greek expositors seem 
to have felt, is really in the dé: this 
however is neither weperrés (Theod., 
comp. Theod. M.); nor equivalent to 
o08é (comp. Chrys., Theoph., Gicum.) ; 
but simply explicative (‘declarat et 
intendit,’ Beng.), and faintly ratio- 
cinative; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. 
p- 362. Alford compares dé, ver. 2, 
but the uses seem clearly different: 
there the insertion of adrois naturally 
suggests a contrast, while here the 
naked statement ovx fwayx. wepirp. 
as naturally prepares us for a restric- 
tive explanation. wAperdK- 
Tous] ‘insidtously brought in.’ Scholef. 
This word appears to have two mean- 
ings, (a) advena, adventitiue, ddddrpios 


(Hesych., Suid., Phot.) ; comp. Georg. 
Al. Vit. Chrys. 40 (cited by Hase, 
Steph. Thes. Vol. vitr. p. 187), wap- 
eloaxre Tis wédews uaw’ (8) trrep- 
titius; comp. Prol. Sirach, wpéAovyos 
wapelcaxros,—a meaning still further 
enhanced by rapetof\Oor* compare 
a Pet. ii. 1, Jude 4. The compound 
Yev3ddekpor designates those who did 
not acknowledge the great principle 
of faith in Christ being the only means 
of salvation (Neander, Plant. Vol. 11. 
p- 114, Bohn), while their intrusive 
character is well marked by the com- 
pounds rapeop\Ooy and wapeodxrovs’ 
comp. Polyb. Hist. 1. 18. 3, wap- 
eodyecOar kal wapeoulrrew els ras 
woXopkounévas woAes. olrives ] 
‘men who,’ ‘a set of men who,’—not 
simply equivalent to of (Ust.), but 
specifying the class to which they 
belonged: see Matth. Gr. § 483; 
Jelf, Gr. § 816; and notes on ch. iv. 
24, where the uses of Sorts are more 
fully discussed. The translation of 
Fritz., ‘quippe qui’ (comp. Herm. Gd. 
R. 688) is here unduly strong; even 
in classical Greek what is commonly 
termed a causal may be more correctly 
considered an explicative sense; see 
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. s.v. 3, Vol. a. 
p. 383. This too is the prevailing 
sense in the later writers; see Din- 
dorf in Steph. Thesaur.s.v. Kata- 
n~ wn 
oxowijoas] ‘to spy out,’ Xe b 
[ut explorarent] Syr., ‘explorare,* 
Vulg.; not ‘ut dolose eripiant liber- 
tatem Christianam’ (Dindorf, Steph. 
Thes. s.v. Vol. IV. p. 1232), xara- 
oxor. being here used in the same 
(hostile) sense as xaracxowetcat, Josh. 
li. 2; dpa: ws xal rj TGy xarackérww 
apooryopla édj\woe roy widepov éxel- 
vay. Chrys. dy Xpirrp j 
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5. ols odd] These words are omitted by the first hand of D (Tisch. Cod. 
Clarom. p. §68); Clarom., Sang.; Irensus (p. 200, ed. Bened.), and, according 
to Jerome, in some Latin manuscripts: Tertullian and Ambrose appear only to 
have rejected the relative; see adv. Marc. v. 3. It is obvious that such an 
omission would greatly simplify the structure, but this very fact in a critical 
point of view makes it suspicious. When to this we add the immense prepon- 
derance of external authority, we can entertain but little doubt that ols ode is 


genuine; see Bagge tn loc., who has well discussed this reading. 


Not ‘per Christum,’ a meaning it may 
bear (Fritz. p. 184), but in the fuller 
and deeper sense ‘in Christ; see 
notes on ver. 17. ta typas 
Kkaradovkdcovety] ‘that they may 
succeed in enslaving us;’ the tense 
pointing to the result, the compound 
to the completeness of the act; comp. 
2 Cor. xi. 20. Although this reading 
is confirmed by a decided preponder- 
ance of uncial authority [AB'CDEN], 
and the improbability of a correction 
very great; still the instances of wa 
with a future are so very few (Gayler, 
Part. Neg. p. 169), and these too so 
reducible in number (Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 631), that we are not jus- 
tified in saying more than this, that 
the future appears used to convey the 
idea of duration (Winer), or perhaps 
rather of issue, sequence (Schmalfeld, 
Synt. § 142; comp. Alf.), more dis- 
tinctly than the more usual aorist 
subj. Though excessively doubtful 
in classical writers (Herm. Partic, dy», 
II. 13, p. 134), & few instances are 
found in later authors; see Winer, 
Gr. § 41, b. 1, p. 289. 

5. Ty drorayy] ‘by yielding them 
the subjection they claimed ,’ dative of 
manner; see Winer, Gr. § 31. 7, p. 
194, comp. Scheuerl. Syné. § 22. 6, 
p. 180. The article is not merely the 
article with abstract nouns (Green, 


Gr. p. 146), but is used to specify the 
obedience which the false brethren 
(not the Apostles, Fritz.) demanded in 
this particular case. qf 
ddA7Gaa Tov ebayye\iou] ‘the truth of 
the Gospel ;’ the true teaching of the 
Gospel, as opposed to the false teaching 
of it as propagated by Judaizers, 
t.¢. as in verse 16, the dootrine of 
justification by faith. The distinction 
drawn by Winer (Gr. § 34. 3, p. 211) 
between such expressions as the pre- 
sent,—where the governing noun is a 
distinct element pertaining to the go- 
verned ; and such as rAobvrou ddnvérys, 
1 Tim. vi. 17, xawérys fwis, Rom. 
vi. 4,—where it is more a rhetorically 
expressed attribute, though denied by 
Fritz. Rom. Vol. I. p. 368, seems per- 
fectly just. A doctrinal import is 
contained in 4 dAjGea roi edayy., 
which is entirely lost by explaining it 
as merely 7d dAnGés edaryyéXcor. 
Stapelvy mpds Upds] ‘might remain 
steadfast with you,’ ‘permaneat [-eret],’ 
Vulg., Clarom.; the 6:2 being obvi- 
ously sniensive, as in Heb. i. 11, 2 Pet. 
iii. 4; comp. Chrys., tya...... ro0ro dd 
Tay Epywv BeBaudowper. apes 
tpas] See on ch. i, 18. 

6. dwd 8 rév Soxotvrey elval rs 
KTA.] ‘But from those who were high 
in reputation ;’—interrupted declara- 
tion of his independence of the of 
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wOTE Hoav ovdev pot dtadépe mpdcwrov Oeos avOpw- 


doxodvres. The meaning of this verse 
is perfectly clear, but the structure is 
somewhat difficult. According to the 
common explanation, dréi—elval rc is 
@ sentence that would naturally have 
terminated with od3¢v &\aBov or rpoc- 
ehaBouny (not és5dxOnv, Winer, § 47, 
p- 331), or more currectly still, oddé 
foot wpocaveré—n’ owing however to 
the parenthesis drofoc—)apBdye, the 
natural structure is interrupted, and 
the sentence, commenced passively, is 
concluded actively with éuol yap x.r.X. 
see Winer, Gr. § 63. I. I, p. §02. The 
real difficulty of the sentence how- 
ever lies in the following ydp. That 
it is (a) merely resumptive, Scholef. 
(Hints, p. 74), Peile, al., is indemon- 
strable; as of the passages usually 
cited in favour of this force, viz. Acts 
xvii. 28, 1 Cor. ix. 19, 2 Cor. v. 4, 
Rom. xv 27, the first three are clearly 
instances of the argumentative force 
(see Winer, Gr. § 53. 10. 3, p. 403; 
Meyer on Cor. U.cc.); while in the 
fourth the words edSoxnoay yap are 
merely emphatically repeated. That 
it is (b) argumentative, either as giving 
a reason for obdé por Scadépec x.7.d. 
(Alf.), or for mpbawroy Oeds x.r.X. 
(Mey.), is logically and contextually 
improbable, as parenthetical and non- 
parenthetical parts would thus be 
confused and intermingled. If how- 
ever ydp be regarded as (c) explica- 
tive, the whole seems clear and logical. 
To avoid the words Soxotvrwy elval ri 
being misunderstood, and supposed to 
assign an undue pre-eminence to these 
Apostles, St Paul hastily introduces 
the parenthetical comment, leaving 
the former sentence incomplete: then, 
feeling that its meaning was still so 
far obvious as to need some justifica- 
tion, he reverts to it, slightly qualify- 
ing it by the emphatic dol, slightly 


justifying it by the explicative ydp- 
‘to me (whatever they might have 
done for others) it is certainly a fact 
that,’ etc. On this explicative force 
of ydp, see Donalds. Gr. § 618; Klotz, 
Derar. Vol. 11. p. 233 8q.; Hartung, 
Partik. ydp, § 2; and comp. Liicke, 
John iv. 44. Of the other 
interpretations of this difficult passage, 
none appear to deserve special notice 
except that of the Greek writers 
(Chrys. however is silent, and Theod. 
has here a lacuna), who connect dd 
Trav Sox. immediately with obdéy poe 
diag. in the sense of obSeula por dpor- 
ris wepl ray Sox. (Theoph.), but thus 
assign an untenable meaning tu dwd, 
and dislocate the almost certain con- 
nexion of drofol ror’ joay with what 
follows. Further details will be found 
in Meyer, De Wette, and Fritzsche 
(Opusc. p. 201 gq ). The Vv. 
are for the most part perplexingly 
literal (comp. Vulg.); the Syr. how- 


ever by its change of ydp into —? 


seems certainly in accordance with 
the general view adopted above. téy 
Soxotvrey eval tT] ‘who were deem- 


ed to be somewhat,’ or iealo? 
z y n = 


(qui reputati erant] Syr., ‘qui vide- 
bantur, é&c.’ Vulg.; used with refer- 
ence to the judgment of others (con- 
trast ch. vi. 3), and so perfectly 
similar in meaning to rots doxoice, 
verse 2; comp. Plato, Gorg. p. 472 a, 
brd wodd\Gy xal Sox. elval re>  Euthyd. 
Pp. 303 0, Tay ceuycy cal Sox. Te elvac. 

daotol wore] ‘qualescunque,;’ xore not 
being temporal, ‘olim,’ Beza (per- 
haps suggested by the ‘aliquando’ of 
Vulg.), but connected with drovoe, 
which it serves to render more generat 
and inclusive: comp. Demosth. Or. 
de Pace, Iv. 13 (p. 60), drola rls wor" 


-s. 
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evayyéeAtov Tis axpoBvarias KaOws [lérpos ris repiro- 


éorly atrn, cited by Bloomf. and 
Fritz. in loc. qoav may 
certainly refer to the period of the 
Apostles’ lives when they were uncon- 
verted, or when they were in attend- 
ance on our Lord (a view strongly 
supported by Hilgenf.); it seems 
however far more natural to refer 
the tense to a past, relative to the 
time of writing the words. 

obSéy por Siad.] ‘it maketh no matter 
to me.’ For examples of this less 
usual but fully defensible insertion of 
the dative, see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 384, 
and comp. Wetsat. in loc. 

awpbcotov Geds x.t.d.] ‘God ‘aceolelh 
no man’s person,'—mwpbowrov put for- 
ward with emphasis, while Oeds and 
dv@p. form a suggestive contrast 
(Mey.); ‘God looketh not to the out- 
ward as men do, and judgeth on no 
partial principles, and no more did I 
his servant.’ This and the equiv. ex- 
preasion Br\érev els rpbowm. dvOp. are 
in the N. T. always used with a bad 
reference; see Matth. xxii. 16, Mark 
xil. 14, Luke xx. 21. The correspond- 
ing expression in the O.T. D'}5 NY) 
(translated sometimes Jauydiew wpde- 
wrov, comp. Jude 16) is used occa- 
sionally in a good sense ; see Gen. xix. 
21, and comp. Fritz. and Schott in 
loc. wporavedeyro] ‘ commu- 
nicated nothing,’ ‘addressed no com- 
munication to;’ ‘ contulerunt,’ Vulg., 
Clarom.; and more distinctly, ‘dixe- 
runt,’ Acth.-Pol., ‘notum fecerunt,’ 
Arm.; as in ch. i. 16. In spite of the 
authority of the Greek expositors 
(uaddvres ra eud ovdéy wpocdbnxay, 
ovdery &wpOwoay Chrys.) and appy. of 


Syr. (aamo} adjecerunt), Copt. 
: + 


[ououah}, Goth. (‘anainsokun’), al 
it still seems more safe to retain the 
same meaning in both passages. There 
is weight in the argument urged in ed. 
I (see too Wieseler, Chronol. p. 195, 
note), that wpocavé#. here may seem 
to specify addition, as in contrast with 
aveOéuny ver. 2; still the tendency of 
later Greek to compound forms (comp. 
notes on ch. iii. 13), and the perfect 
parallelism of this with the similarly 
negative formula in ch. i. 16, are tacit 
arguments which seein slightly to pre- 
pouderate. In the passage com- 
monly referred to (Xen. Mem. I1. 1. 8), 
wpocavabécOa, merely implies ‘etiam 
sibi adjungere, scil. suscipere’ (see 
Kiiliner in loc.), and so proves nothing, 
except that Rretschn., Olsh., Riick., 
al., must be incorrect in translating 
‘nihil mihi preterea imposuerunt,’ as 
this expresses a directly opposite idea. 
Under any circumstances, there is 
nothing either in this word or in the 
whole paragraph to substantiate the 
extraordinary position of Baur, that 
the Apostles only yielded to St Paul's 
views after a long struggle. 

7. GAAd tobvavrloy] ‘but on the 
contrary; scil. so far from giving in- 
structions to me, they practically added 
the weight of their approval: 7d d&vay- 
rlov rod péuacGa 7d érawésat. Chrys. 
Surely this was not exactly leaving 
St Paul ‘to fight his own battle,’ 
Jowett, Alf. werlorcupas | 
The principal instances in the N. T. 
of this well-known structure will be 
found, Winer, Gr. § 32. 5, p. 204. On 
the use of the perfect as indicating 
permanence, duration, ‘concreditum 
mihi habeo,’ see ib. § 40. 4, p. 242, 
Usteri calls attention to the accurate 
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8 ie (6 yap evepynoas Llérpw eis arooroAny Ths wept- 
Q TOLAS Eevypynoey Kapot eis ra €0vy) Kal yvovres Tn 
Xap tiv doOcicay pot, ldxwBos cai Kypas cai Iwav- 


use of the perf. here, compared with 
the aorist in Rom. iii. 2, érioretOnoay 
(‘Iov8aio) rd AdSyta Tod Geod, 
vis dxpoBvorlas] ‘of the uncircum- 
cision,’ scil. ray dxpoBiorwy ov Ta 
wpdypyara Aéywy atrd, Gd\Aa rd dwd 
tolrwy yuwpifoueva EOvn* Chrys. ; 
comp. Rom. iii. 30. The derivation 
of dxpoB. (not Axpor, Bow, but an 
Alexandrian corruption of dxporog Gla) 
is discussed by Fritzsche, Rom. ii. 26, 
Vol. i. p. 136. 
xaBes Ilérpos u.1.X.] ‘even as Peter 
was of the circumcision.’ St Peter here 
appears as the representative of the 
‘Judenapostel’ (Meyer ; comp. Grot.), 
on the principle that ‘a potiori fit 
denominatio;’ for though originally 
chosen out as the first preacher to the 
Gentiles (Acts xv. 7), his subsequent 
labours appear to have been more 
among Jews; comp. 1 Pet. i. 1. 
On the use of xa@ws, see notes on: ch. 
iii, 6; and on its most suitable trans- 
lation, comp. notes on 1 Thess. i. 5 
(Trans!.). 

8. 6 ydp dvepy. x.7.X.] ‘For He 
who wrought (effectually) for Peter,’ 


JolaX syr., ‘Petro,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom. ; not ‘tn Petro,’ Grot. ; historical 
confirmation of what precedes, added 
parenthetically. There are four con- 
structions of évepyéw in St Paul’s Epp.; 
(a) évepyéw rt, 1 Cor. xii. 11; (b) évep- 
yéw & rion, Eph. ii. 2; (c) epyéw re 
& rive, ch. iil. 5; (2) evepyéw run els 
vt, here; comp. Prov. xxxi. 12. In 
this latter case the dative is not 
governed by dvepyéw, as the verb is 
not a pure compound [there is no form 
épyéw] but is the dat. commodi. 

‘O dvepyioas, it may be observed, is 


not Christ (Chrys., Aug.), but God 
(Jerome); for, in the first place, St 
Paul always speaks of his Apostleship 
as given by God (Rom. xv. 15, 1 Cor. 
xv. 10, Eph. iii, 2) through Christ 
(Rom. i. 5; comp. ib. xv. 18, and ch. 
i. 1); and, secondly, this évepyet» is 
distinctly ascribed to God, 1 Cor. xii. 
6, Phil. ii. 13. els dmrooroAyjy] 
‘for or towards the Apostleship,’ +%.e. 
for the successful performance of it 
(Hamm.); not merely ‘in respect of it’ 
(Mey.),—a meaning lexically admissi- 
ble both in classical writers (Rost u. 
Palm, Lex. s.v. els, v. 2, Vol. I. p. 
804), and in the N.T. (Winer, Gr. 
§ 49. a, p. 354), but here contextually 
insufficient, as the sense seems almost 
obviously to require the more definite 
notion of purpose, or contemplated 
object ; comp. 2 Cor. ii. 12, els rd eday- 
vécoy (to preach the Gospel), Col. i. 
a9. The second els is joined with 7d 
&0vm by what is called ‘comparatio 
compendiaria.’ Jelf, Gr. § 781. 

g. Kal yvovres] ‘and having become 
aware ;’ continuation of the interrupt- 
ed narrative; lddvres (ver. 7)...... xal 
yvévres. The former participle appears 
to refer to the mental impression pro- 
duced, when the nature and success 
of St Paul’s preaching was brought 
before them; the latter, to the result 
of the actual information they derived 
from him ; but see notes ch. iv. 9. 
*IdxaBos] ‘ James,’ the Brother of our 
Lord (ch. i. 19), Bishop of Jerusalem, 
—and as such placed first in order in 
the recital of acta that took place in 
that Church. Irensus (Her, 11. 12, 
ad fin.) in noticing this subject uses 
the strong expression ‘ qui circa Jaco- 
bum Apostoli;’ see Grabe in loc. 


II. 8, 9, 10. 
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The reading IIérp. wat "Idx. has but 
weak external support [DEFG; old- 
Lat. Vv., Goth., al.], and on internal 
grounds is highly suspicious. 

ol Soxotwres x.7.4.] ‘who have the re- 
putation of being,’ obs wdvres ravtraxod 
wepipépovowy’ Chrys.; 8oxéw not being 
pleonastic, but retaining its usual and 
proper meaning: see exx. in Winer, 
Gr. $65. 7, p. 540. The metaphor is 
illustrated by Suicer, Thes. s.v. oridos, 
Vol. 11. 1044; Wetst. in loc.; and 
(from Rabbinical writers) by Schoettg. 
Hor, Hebr. Vol. 1. pp. 728, 729. The 
most apposite quotations are perhaps, 
Clem. Rom. I. §, of wéy:orot xal dixard- 
raros orfdor’ Euseb. Hist, vi. 41, of 
oreppol cat paxdpros oridoe rod Kuplov. 
Se€tds...nowwevlas] ‘right hands of fel- 
lowship,' scil. in the Apostolio office of 
teaching and preaching ; comp. Schulz, 
Abendm. p. 190 8q. The remark of 
Fritzsche (Opusc. p. 220, comp. Mey.), 
~—‘articulum ras Seftds ris xowwvlas 
non desiderabit, qui de. cow. dextras 
sociales, i.e. dextras ejusmodi quibus 
societas confletur, valere reputaverit,’ 
is scarcely necessary. As defcds in 
the phrase detids didépac (1 Mace. xi. 
50, 62, xiii. 50) is usually anarthrous, 
the principle of correlation (Middle- 
ton, Gr. Art. III. 33) causes it to be 
omitted with xowwvias’ comp. Winer, 
Gr. § 18. 2. 6, p. 142. The separation 
of the gen. from the subst. on which 
it depends occurs occasionally in St 
Paul’s Epp., and is usually due either 
to explanatory specification (Phil. ii. 
ro), correction (x Thess. ii, 13), em- 
phasis (1 Tim. iii. 6), or, as appy. here, 
merely structural reasons,—the natu- 
ral union of Sefcds and éwxay, and of 


&wxay and its dative; comp. Winer, 
Gr. § 30. 3. 2, p. 172. 

twa. rp. els rad Wyn] ‘that we—to the 
Gentiles,’ not edayyed{wueda (Winer, 
Gr. p. 518), as this verb is not found 
with els in St Paul's Epp. (Mey.), but 
either simply ropevOduer, or perhaps 
better drécroNoe yerdueOa, ‘apostolatu 
fungeremur.’ Beza. It is scarcely 
necessary to add that this compact 
was intended to berather generalthan . 
specific, and that the terms &yy and 
weptrouh have more of a geographical 
than a merely personal reference. St 
Paul knew himself to be the Apostle 
of the Gentiles (comp. Rom. xi. 13), 
but this did not prevent him (cara 7d 
elw6és, Acts xvii. 2) while in Gentile 
lands from preaching Jirst to the Jews; 
see Acts xvii. 10, xviii. 5, xix. 8. 

The insertion of pév after duets [with 
ACDE; more than 30 mss.; Copt., 
Syr.-Philox.; Chrys., al.] seems cer- 
tainly a grammatical insertion. 

10. povov Tav Wraxdy K.TA.] ‘only 
that we should remember the poor,’ 
limiting clause dependent on defids 
€5wxay and expressive of the condition 
attached to the general compact: ‘we 
were to go to the Gentiles, they to the 
circumcision, with this stipulation 
only, that we were not to forget the 
poor (in Judsa) ;’ comp. Rom. xv. 26, 
a7, 1 Cor. xvi. 3. There is thus no 
ellipsis of alroGvyres, wapaxadobvres, 
or indeed of any verb; the pdvor car- 
ries its own explanation: ‘imperium 
ips& voce udvoy adsignificatum, ut id 
sit quod «at sapipyyeday.’ Frits. 
Matth, Excurs. 1, p. 839. 

8 nal dowovSaca «.1.Ar.] ‘which very 
thing I was also forward to do,’ lite- 
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rally ‘which, namely this very thing, 
I was also, dc.’ aird rovro (01 


[Flea Syr.) not being redundantly 
joined with 8 ‘per Hebraismum’ 
(Riick., B.-Crus., and even Conyb.), 
but simply forming an emphatic 
epexegesis of the preceding relative; 
see Winer. Gr. § 22. 4, p. 134. Occa- 
sionally in the N.T. (Mark i. 7, vii. 
25, Rev. vii. 2, al.) and (as might be 
conceived) not uncommonly in the 
LXX., there seem to be clear instances 
of a Hebraistic redundancy of the 
simple adrés, but appy. never of this 
stronger form avrds ofros see Winer, 
Gr. l.c., and comp. Bornem. Schol. 
Lue. p. Liv. trrovSaca] 
‘I was forward,’ ‘TI evinced orovd)” 
with an appended object-infinitive; 
comp. Eph. iv. 3, 1 Thess. ii.17. The 
aor. is here correctly used, not for the 
perfect (Conyb.), nor even for the plu- 
perf., nor yet exactly as expressing 
the habit (comp. Alf.),—this usage 
being somewhat doubtful in the N. T. 
(see Winer, Gr. § 40. 5. 1, p. 248; and 
notes on Eph. i. 3);—but simply as 
marking an historical fact that belongs 
to the past, without it being affirmed 
or denied that it may not continue to 
the present; see Fritz. de Aor. Vi, p. 
17, and notes on 1 Thess. ii. 16. 

The passages usually adduced (Rom. 
xv. 27, I Cor. xvi. 1 sq., 2 Cor. viii. 2 
8q., comp. Acts xi. 17 sq., xxiv. 17) 
illustrate the practice, but not the 
tense, being subsequent to the proba- 
ble date of this Epistle. All historical 
deductions from this passage, except 
perhaps tiat Barnabas had recently 
left St Paul (hence the sing. ; see Wi- 
ner, én loc.), seem very precarious, 


 11., “Ore. 88 FASev Knoas] ‘ But 
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When Peter dissem- 
bled, I withstood and 
rebuked him, urgi 
that to observe the 
law as a justifyi 
principle is to make void the grace of 


when Cephas came, &c.’ Still further 
proof of the Apostle’s independence 
by an historical notice of his opposi- 
tion to, and even reproval of, St Peter’s 
inconsistent conduct at Antioch: see 
some good remarks on this subject in 
Thiersch, Hist. of Church, Vol. 1. p. 
123 sq. (Transl.). The reading 
Ilérpos (Rec.) is fairly supported [DE 
FGKL; many mss ; Demid., Goth., 
al. ], but still even in external authority 
is inferior to Kngas [Lachm., Tisch., 
with ABCHN; a few mas.; Syr., 
Copt. ; Clem., al.], not to mention the 
high probability of Iérpos having 
been an explanatory change. 

katd, mpdacwtov] ‘to the face,’ Auth. 


‘in faciem,’ Vulg., 010219 [in 
ma y Y 


faciem ejus] Syr.,—not ‘coram omni- 
bus,’ ‘aperto Marte’ (Elsn., Conyb., 
al.), this being specified in &urpoober 
wdyTwy, ver. t4: comp. Acts xxv. 16, 
and perhaps ib. iii. 13, card rpdcwmor 
IlcAdrov, ‘to the face of Pilate.’ The 
preposition has here its secondary lo al 
meaning, ‘e regione,’ the primary idea 
of horizontal direction (Donalds, Gr. 
§ 479) passing naturally into that of 
local oppusition. This may be very 
clearly traced in the descriptions of 
the positions of troops, é&c. by the later 
military writers; e.g. Polyb. Hist. 1. 
34. 5, ol xara rods éXdpavras raxOév- 
res' 1b. tb. 9, of xara 7d Aady’ with 
apocwmoy, vb. 111. 65. 6, XI. 14. 6: see 
Bernhardy, Synt. v. 20. b, p. 240; 
Dobree, Advers. Vol. I. p. 114. 

The gloss card oxjjua (in appearance, 
—not in reality) adopted by Chrys., 
Jerome, and several early writers, is 
wholly untenable, and duv only to an 
innocent though mistaken etfort to 
salve the authority of St Peter, appy. 


II. 11, 12. 
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first suggested by Origen [Strom. 
Book x.]: see Jerome, Epist. 86—97, 
esp. 89; the appy. unanswerable ob- 
jections of Augustine (Eyast. 8—r19) ; 
the sensible remarks of Bede in loc. ; 
and, for much curious information on 
the whole subject, Deyling, Obs Sacr. 
Vol. 11. p. §20 aq. (No. 45). 

Sri xareyvoopévos Hv] ‘because he 
had been condemned ;’ not ‘reprensi- 
bilis,’ Vulg., nor even ‘reprehensionem 
incurrerat,’ Winer, but simply ‘re- 
prehensus erat,’ Clarom., Goth., Syr.- 
Phil. (Syr. paraphrases), al. As this 
clause has been much encumbered 
with glosses, it will be best to notice 
separately both the meaning of the 
verb, and the force of the participle. 
(1) Karayeyuioxew (generally with re- 
yds Tt, more rarely with rwd Twos) has 
two principal meanings; (a) ‘to note 
accurately ;’ usually in a bad sense, 
e.g. ‘detect,’ Prov. xxviii. 1x (Aquil. 
e&ixndoe), ‘think ill of,’ Xen. Mem. 
I. 3, 10: (f) ‘to note judicially,’— 
either in the lighter sense of accuse 
(probably 1 John iii, 20; see Liicke 
in loc.), or the graver of condemn, 
the more usual meaning. (2) The 
perf. part. pass. cannot be used as 
a pure verbal adjective. The ex- 
amples adduced by Elsner in Joe. will 
all bear a different explanation ; and 
even those in which the use of the 
participle seems to approach that of the 
Hebrew part. (see Gesen. Gr. § 131. 
1), such as Rev. xxi. 8 (perf. part.), 
Jude 12 (aor.), or Heb. xii. 18 (pres.), 
can all be explained grammatically ; 
see Winer, Gr. § 45. I, Pp. 307. 

The only tenable tranglations then 
are (a) ‘he had been accused,’ or (6) 
‘he had been condemned ;’ and of these 
(b) seems obviously most in accord- 
ance with the context and the nature 


of the case. As St Peter’s conduct 
had been condemned, not merely by 
himself (Alf.), but, as seems more 
natural, generally by the sounder 
body of Christians at Antioch, St 
Paul, as the representative of the 
anti-Judaical party, feels himself au- 
thorized to rebuke him, and that too 
(ver. 14) publicly. 

12. twas did *IaxdBov may be 
connected together, and grammati- 
cally translated, ‘some of the fol- 
lowers of James:’ see Jelf, Gr. 620. 
3; Bernhardy, Synt. v. 12, p. 222 
As however in the N.T. this mode 
of periphrasis (of dwd x.7.\.) appears 
mainly confined to places (Mark iii. 
a3, Acts vi. 9. xxvii. 44, al.), or ab- 
stract substantives (Acts xv. §), it will 
seem most exact to connect dd ‘Tax. 
with é\Gciv. So distinctly Acth.-Pol., 
omitting however the rwvés the other 
Vv. mainly preserve the order of the 
Greek, We certainly cannot deduce 
from this that they were ‘sent by 
James’ (Theophyl., Mey., Alf.), for 
though this use of dwd does occur 
(comp. Matt. xxvi. 47 with Mark 
xiv. 43, and see Fritz. Matth. Vol. I. 
p- 779), yet the common meaning of 
the prep. in such constructions is local 
rather than ethical,—separation rather 
than mission from; compare Knapp, 
Script. Var. Argum. p. 510. The 
men in question probably represented 
themselves as rigid followers of St 
James, and are thus briefly noticed as 
having come dwéd ‘IaxwBov, rather 
than dwé ‘Tepocodvuwy. 
cuvijcbiey] ‘was eating with them,’ 
t.e. again followed that course which 
in the case of Cornelius similarly 
called forth the censure of ol éx wept 
Toufs (Acts xi. 2), but was then nobly 
vindicated. Of the two follow- 
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ing verbs iwécr. and dgwp. (both 
governing éavurév) the firat does not 
mark the secret, the second the open 
course (Matth.), but simply the znztial 
and more completed acts, respectively: 
the second was the result of the first, 
De Wette in loc. The reading 
q\Oe (Lachm.) has considerable ex- 
ternal authority [BD'FGN; 2 masz. ; 
Clarom.], but is a not improbable 
conformation to the sing. which fol- 
tows. doBovpe- 


vos] ‘fearing,’ ‘because he feared,’ 
tor Yor? \fso [quia time- 


bat]; causal participle explaining the 
feeling which led to the preceding acts ; 
‘timens ne culparetur ab ipsis:’ Ire- 
neus, Her. 111. 12 (ad fin.) The 
Greek commentators [there is a lacuna 
in Theod.] and others (see Poli 
Synops. in loc.) have endeavoured to 
modify the application of this word, 
but without lexical authority. As on 
a different occasion (Matt. xiv. 30), 
so here again the Apostle drew back 
from a course into which his first and 
best feelings had hastily led him. 
Some strongly-expressed remarks on 
this subject will be found in South, 
Serm. XXvit1. Vol. 11. p. 476 (Tegg). 
13. @vvutexp. abrg] ‘joined with 
him in dissimulation;’ result of the 
bad example,—the secession of the 
rest of the Jewish Christians at An- 
tioch from social communion with the 
Gentile converts. The meaning of 
auvurexp. is softened down by Syr. 
[subjecerunt se cum illo], Clarom. 
(‘consenserunt cum illo’), al., but 
without reason; these very Christians 
of Antioch were the first who knew 
and reoiced at (Acta xv. 31) the 


practically contrary decision of the 
Council. A good ‘ prelectio’ on this 
text will be found in Sanderson, 
Works, Vol. Iv. p. 44 (ed. Jacobs.). 

Sore] ‘80 that,—as a simple matter 
of fact. In this form of the consecutive 
sentence the distinction between were 
with the indic. and the infin. can 
scarcely be maintained in translation. 
The latter (the objective form, as it is 
termed by Schmalfeld) is used when 
the result is a necessary and logical 
consequence of what has previously 
been enunciated; the former, when it 
is stated by the writer (the subjective 
form) as a simple and unconditioned 
fact: see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 
772; and esp. Schmalfeld, Synt. § 155 
sq., and Ellendt, Lex. Soph. s.v. Vol. 
II. p. 1101 sq., where the uses of this 
particle are well discussed. Here, 
for example, St Paul notices the 
lapse of Barnabas as a fact, without 
implying that it was a necessary con- 
sequence of the behaviour of the 
others. This distinction however is 
appy. not always observed in the 
N.T., nor indeed always in classical 
writers: comp. Winer, Gr. § 41. 5. 
I, p. 269. ovvanyy On 
atrav ty] tronploe] ‘was carried 
away with them by their dissimula- 
tion,’ scil. into dissimulation: ‘cum 
dativo persone cuvardy. simul cum 
aliquo abduci, etc. declarat; cum 
dativo rei, simul per rem abduci, etc. 
significat:’ Fritz, Rom. xii. 16, Vol. 
III. p. 88 sq. Zu» thus refers to the 
companions in the rédrdyecGar: bro- 
kploe to the instrument by which,— 
not ‘rei ad quam’ (Bretsch., comp. 
Alf.), a questionable construction 
even in poetry (Bernhardy, Synt. 111. 
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Sre eldov Sti ovx dpOorodoicw mpos thy adjOeav 
La) 9 g i “A ~”~ wv Ud 
Tou evayyeAiov, etrov tH Kyda eurpocbev ravrwy 
Ei av "Iovdaios UTapXav eOvixa@s cat ovx “lovdaixas 


14. ‘Tovdaixds fys] This order is maintained by ABCFGN; 4 mas.; 
Aug., Boern., Am., Demid., al.; Or., Phil. (Carp.); many Lat. Ff. (but «al 
ov« 'Tovd. is omitted in Clarom., Sang., Ambrst., Sedul., Agap.): so Lachm., 
Meyer. Tisch, reads Ov. [9s wal odx "Iovd., with DEKL; nearly all mas.; 
majority of Vv.; Chrys., Theod., Dam., Theophyl., Gicum. (Ree., Scholz, Alf.). 
External authority thus appears decidedly in favour of the text, and is but 
little modified by internal arguments, for a correction for perspicuity (é0v. $¥s) 
is quite as probable as the assumed one ‘for elegance’ (A//f,). ras] 
It is difficult to imagine why Tisch. rejected this reading, supported as it is by 
ABCDEFGN ; mss. ; majority of Vv.; Or., Dam., and Lat. Ff. (Griesb., Scholz, 


Lachm., De W., Mey., approved by Mill, Prolegom. p. 123). 


For ri, which 


seems very much like an interpr., the authorities are KL; great majority of 
mss. ; Syr.-Phil., al.; Chrys., Theod., Theophyl., Gicum. (Rec. Tisch.) 


12, p. 95),——and, by obvious inference, 
the state tnto which they were carried 
away: see 2 Pet. iii. 17. Fritzsche 
cites Zosim. Hist. v. 6, xal airh 5¢ 4 


Zardprn cuvartyero Ty Kowp THs ‘EA- 


Addos d\woe, x.7.4. add Clem. Alex. 
Strom. 1. p. 311, TH hdov@7 cuvara- 
*ybpevos. ‘Trdxptots is well 
paraphrased by Wieseler (Chronol. 
p- 197), a8 ‘& practical denial of their 
better [spiritual] insight,'—and (we 
add) of their better feelings and know- 
ledge; see above, on cuvurexplOnaar. 
14. 6p8oroSoteww] ‘walk uprightly,; 
an drag \eyéu. in the N, T., and very 
rare elsewhere: Dindorf and Jacobs 
in Steph. Thesaur. s.v. cite a few 
instances from later writers, ¢.g. 
Theodor. Stud. p. 308 B, 443 D, 473 
D, 509 D, 575 E (Sirmond, Op. Var. 
Vol. v. Venet. 1728). The meaning 
however is sufficiently obvious, and 
rightly expressed by the ‘recte ambu- 
lare’ of Vulg., Syr., and the best Vv.: 
comp. dp6érous, Soph. Antig. 972 (985), 
the similar verb dpGoromeiv, 2 Tim. ii. 
15, and notes zn loc. 
On the idiomatic use of the present in 
the narration of a past event, when 


‘continuance’ or ‘ process’ is implied, 
see Winer, Gr. § 40. 2. c, p. 239, and 
esp. Schmalfeld, Syné. § 54. 6, p. 96. 

mpds tiv dd¥0.] ‘according to the 
truth,’ i.e. ‘according to the rule of ;’ 
the prep. here seeming to mark not 80 
much the aim or dtrection (Hamm., 
Mey., Alf.), as the rule or measure of 
the dpowrodeiv’ comp. 2 Cor. v. 10, 
xoulonra...wmpds & é&rpatery, and see 
Winer, Gr. $ 49. h, p. 361. The ob- 
jection of Meyer, that St Paul always 
expresses ‘rule,’ ‘measure,’ &c. after 
verbs eundi by xard, not wpés, does 
not here fully apply, as motion is 


,mauch more obscurely expressed in 


épPorodety than wrepwarety (St Paul's 
favourite verb of moral motion), which 
appears in all the instances that 
Meyer has adduced, viz. Rom. viii. 4, 
xiv. 1§; 1 Cor. iii, 3. tuwpoc bey 
aravrav] ‘before all men; ‘ publicum 
ecandalum non poterat private curari;’ 
Jerome; comp. 1 Tim. v. 20. 

The speech which follows (ver. 14— 21) 
is appy. rightly regarded as the sub- 
stance of what was said by the Apo- 
stle on this important occasion; see 
on ver. 15. Gvixas Lys] 
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15 Cis, ros ta &Ovn avayKaCets "Tovdat Cety ; nets pucet 


‘ livest after a Gentile fashion,’ scil. in 
thy general and habitual way of 
living. The tense must not be over- 
pressed. St Peter was not at that 
exact moment living é0uxdés° his 
former conduct however (era Ti&r 
éOvay cuvhjoOev, ver. 12) is justly as- 
sumed by St Paul as his regular and 
proper course of living (comp. Neand. 
Planting, Vol. 11. p. 83, Bohn), and 
specified as such to give a greater 
force to the reproof ; see Usteri in loc. 
dvayxdles] ‘constrainest thou; not 
‘invitas exemplo,’ Grot., nor even 
‘wouldest thou constrain,’ Conyb.,— 
but simply and plainly ‘cogis,’ Vulg., 


| Syr., with reference to the 


moral influence and practical constraint 
(Hamm., Fell) which the authority 
and example of an Apostle like St 
Peter could not fail to have exercised 
on the Christians at Antioch. To 
suppose that the Apostle joined with 
ol dwd’Iax. in actual outward coercion 
(Wieseler, Chronol. p. 198), is neither 
required by the word (see remarks in 
Sturz, Lex. Xenoph. Vol. 1. p. 186) 
nor in any way to be inferred from 
the context. *IovSal{ay] ‘to 
Judaize,’ ‘Judaizare,’ Vulg., Clarom., 
‘{judaiviskon,’ Goth.; not merely sy- 
nonymous with Tovdaixas Sj (Schott; 
comp. Syr.), but probably a little 
more definite and inclusive, and carry- 
ing with it the idea of a more studied 
imitation and obedience; comp. Esth. 
viii. 17. 

15. ‘pets utr.] ‘We,’ scil. ‘you 
and I, and others like us; xowworoet 
7d Aeyépevov’ Chrys. St Paul here 
begins, as Meyer observes, with a 
concessive statement: ‘We, I admit, 
have this advantage, that by birth we 
are Jews, not Gentiles, and conse- 
quently (xal consecutive, comp. notes 


on 1 Thess. iv. 1, and Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. I. p. 107) as such, sinners.’ In 
the very admission however there 
seems a gentle irony; ‘born Jews— 
yes, and nothing more—sinners of the 
Jews at best;’ comp. Stier, Lphes. 
Vol. I. p. 257. With regard to 
the construction, it seems best with 
Herm. to supply éopuev to this verse, 
which thus constitutes a concessive 
protasis, ver. 16 (eldéres 5é x.7.X.) 
supplying the apodosis. It is now 
scarcely necessary to add that in sen- 
tences of this nature there is no 
ellipsis of wé ‘recte autem ibi non 
ponitur (uév) ubi aut non sequitur 
membrum oppositum, aut scriptores 
Oppositionem addere nondum consti- 
tuerant, aut loquentes alterius membri 
oppositionem qu&cunque de caus& non 
indixerunt;’ Fritz. Rom. x. 19, Vol. 
I. p. 423; comp. Jelf, Gr. § 770, 
and Buttmann, Mid. (Excurs. xm.) 
p- 148. This verse and what 
follows have been deemed as addressed 
to the Galatians either directly (Calv., 
Grot.), or indirectly, in the form of 
meditative musings (Jowett), —but 
with little plausibility. The speech 
seems clearly continued to the end of 
the chapter (Chrys., Theod., Jerome), 
and to be the substance of what was 
said: it is not however unnatural 
also to suppose that it may here be 
expressed in a slightly altered form, 
and in a shape calculated to be more 
intelligible, and more immediately 
applicable to the Apostle’s present 
readers. For a paraphrase, see notes 
to T'ransl., and also Usteri, Lehrd. 11. 
I. 2, p. T6r. otoa] ‘by 
nature ;’ not merely by habit and cus- 
tom as the proselytes; éx +yévous xal 
ob mxpoohd\uro’ Theod.-Mops. This 
passage is important as serving to fix 
the meaning of ¢vats in loci dogmatici, 
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a“ A 
od dixatovrac avOpwiros e& Eépywv vomov éav my dia 


such as Eph. ii. 3: see esp. Stier, 
Ephes. Vol. 1. p. 257. 
dpaprede(] The point of view from 
which a Jew must naturally consider 
them (Eph. ii. 12); perhaps with 
slight irony (Stier, Red. Jes. Vol. v1. 
p- 307). That they were so regarded 
needs no other proof than such ex- 
pressions as reddvar kal duaprwdrol: 
comp. Tobit xiii. 6. 

16. aBéres 84] ‘but as we know,’ 
cs? Sto [quia novimus] 

y = n 
Syr. ; causal participle (Jelf, Gr. § 697, 
Schmalfeld, Synt. § 207) attached to 
émicrevcauer, and introducing the 
apodosis to the preceding concessive 
sentence. Reconsideration seems still 
to show that of the many explanations 
of this difficult passage, this is appy. 
the simplest. According to the com- 
mon interpret., ¢ldéres 82...Xpiorod 
forms an interposed sentence between 
ver. 15 and the latter part of ver. 16; 
but here 3é is a serious obstacle, aa its 
proper force can only be brought out 
by supplying although (De W.) to 
ver. 15, unless indeed with Alf. we 
venture on the somewhat doubtful 
translation ‘ nevertheless,’ or fall back 
[with AD®K; some Vv.; Greek Ff. 
(Rec.)} on the still more doubtful 
omission. Stxarovrar] ‘és 
justified,’ ‘Deo probatus redditur;’ rd 
Sixacodc Gar being in antithesis to rd 
elploxerOat duaprwddv, ver. 17: see 
Schott in loc., where the different 
meanings of dixatofcOa: are explained 
with great perspicuity. The broad 
distinction to be observed is between 
(a) the absolute use of the verb, whe- 
ther with regard to God (‘uke vii. 
a9), Christ (x Tim. iii. 16), or men 
(Rom. iv. 2, James ii. 31); and (6) the 
relative use (‘ratione habit& vel con- 


troversis cui obnoxius fuerit, vel 
peceatorum que vere commiserit’). 
In this latter division we must again 
distinguish between the purely judicial 
meaning (Matth. xii. 37) and the far 
wider dogmatical meaning, which in- 
volves the idea not only of forgiveness 
of past sins (Rom. vi. 7), but also of 
@ spiritual change of heart through 
the in-working power of faith. See 
more in Schott in loc., and in Bull, 
Harm. Apost. Ch. 1. §2 (with Grabe’s 
notes): and on the whole subject con- 
sult Homily on Salv. 111. 1; Jackson, 
Creed, Book Iv. 6, 7; Waterland on 
Justif. Vol. vi. p. 1 aq.; and esp. the 
admirable explanations and distinc- 
tions of Hooker, Serm. u. Vol. II. 
p. 609 aq. (ed. Keble). 

&€ Epyov vopou] ‘by the works of the 
law,’ as the cause of the dixarodcGac: 
comp. Bull, Harm. Apost. Ch. 1. § 8, 
with the notes of Grabe, p. 16 (ed. 
Burt.). With regard to the exact 
force of éx it may be observed that in 
its primary ethical sense it denotes (a) 
origin (more immediate, dd more re- 
mote); from which it passes through 
the intermediate ideas of (8) result 
from, and (y) consequence of, to that 
of (5) nearly direct causality (Rost u. 
Palm, Lex. éx Iv. 1), thus closely 
approximating to urd witha gen. (a 
common use in Herod.) and &a with 
agen. (Fritz. Rom. v. 16, Vol. 1. p. 
332). In many cases it is hard to 
decide between these different shades 
of meaning, especially in a writer su 
varied in his use of prepp. as St Paul: 
here however we are guided both by 
the context and by the analogy of 
Scripture. From both it seems clear 
that éx is here used in ita simple causal 
sense ; the whole object of the speech 
being to show that the works of the 
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micrews "Invot Xpirrov, cat ymeis ets Xpiorrov "Incotv 
emiarevcanev, va dixawOapey éx mictews Xpirrov 


16. "Inco? Xpicrof] So Lachm. and Tisch. (ed. 2) with CDEFGKLN ; 
majority of mss.; nearly all Vv.; Chrys., Theod., al. The order Xpioroi 'Iy- 
go0, now adopted by Tisch (ed. 7), has only the support of AB; Victorin., 
August.; (Zachm. ed. min.),—external authority insufficient to justify the 
change. éx wlarews Xpicrod] Tisch. (ed. 2) here omitted Xpioroi, 
with FG; Boern.; Tert., Theod. (1),—but on insufficient external authority, 
and in opp. to internal arguments; the thrice-repeated Xp. in one verse 
having appy. suggested the omission. In favour of the text are ABCDELN; 
mss.; Clarom., Vulg., al.; Chrys. (2), (Rec., Griesb., Scholz, Lachm., De W.), 


and now, rightly, Zisch. ed. 7. 


law have no ‘causalis évépyeca’ in 
man’s justification. On the contrary, 
in the antithetical passage in St James 
(ch. ii. 24), just as StxacodcOar has a 
slightly different (more inclusive) mean- 
ing (see Hooker, Serm. 1. 20), so also 
has the prep.,—which proportionately 
recedes from ideas of more direct to 
those of more remote causality (causa 
sine qué non); comp. Hamm., Pract. 
Catech. p. 78 (A.-C. L.). 

vdpov] Gen. objecti: ‘deeds by which 
the requisitions of the law are fulfilled,’ 
‘eorum prestationem que lex preci- 
pit’ (Beza),—the ONIN OPM of 
the Rabbinical writers, and the direct- 
ly antithetical expression to duapri- 
para, vouov, Wisdom ii. 12 (Mey.) ; see 
exx. in Winer, Gr. § 30. 1, p. 167. 
The vduos here, it need scarcely be 
said, is not merely the ceremonial 
(Theod., al.) but the whole law,—the 
Mosaic law in its widest significance ; 
see Fritz. Rom. iii. 20, Vol. I. p. 179. 
éa.v pi] Two constructions here seem 
to be blended, ov dex. &vOp. €& Epyuw 
youov, and ob dex. dvOp. édv ph did 
alarews “I. X. The two particles, 
though apparently equivalent in mean- 
ing to ddAd, never lose their proper 
exceptive force: see Fritz, Rom. xiv. 
14, Vol. 111. p. 195; and notes on ch. 
1s 7 Sud. wlorrens *Incod 


Xpurrod] ‘by faith in, or on, Jesus 
Christ ;’ ‘per fidem in Jesu Christo 
collocatam :’ Rom. iii. 22. Stier (Zphes. 
Vol. I. p. 447) explains alor. ‘Ine. 
Xp., both here and (esp.) ch. iii. 22, in 
a deeper sense, ‘faith which belongs 
to, has its foundation in Christ’ (comp. 
Mark xi. 22, Ephes. iii. 12), the gen. 
"Ino. Xp. being the gen. subjecti. This 
view may deserve consideration in 
other places, but here certainly the 
context and preceding antithesis seem 
decidedly in favour of the more simple 
gen. olyecti. It may be 
observed that 8:4 here closely approxi- 
mates in meaning to é below, the 
same idea of causality being (as Meyer 
suggests) expressed under two general 
forms, origin and means. We must 
be careful then not to press unduly 
the distinction between the prepp.: 
the antithesis is here not so much 
between the modes of operation, as 
between the very nature and essence 
of the principles themselves. As to 
the doctrinal import of 5: alorews, 
Waterland (on Justif. p. 22) well re- 
marks that ‘faith is not the mean by 
which grace is wrought or conferred, 
but the mean whereby it is accepted 
or received ;’ it is ‘the only hand,’ as 
Hooker appropriately says, ‘ which 
putteth on Christ to justification ;’ 
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Serm. I. 31: consult also Forbes, 
Consid. Mod. Book 1. 3. 1o—13. 

Kal apeig] ‘we also; ‘nos etiam quam- 
quam natalibus Judzi, legi Mosis ob- 
noxii:’ Schott. érioret- 
capev elg Xp. *Ino.] ‘put our faith 
ain Jesus Christ; not ‘have become 
believers’ (Peile), but simply aoristic, 
the tense pointing to the particular 
time when this act of faith was first 
manifested; see Windischm. in loc. 
In the formula micrevew els with acc. 
—less usual in St Paul's Epp. (Rom. 
x. 14, Phil. i. 29), but very common 
in St John,—the prep. retains its 
proper force, and marks not the mere 
direction of the belief (or object to- 
ward which), but the more strictly 
theological ideas of union and incor- 
poration with ; comp. notes on ch. iii. 
a7; Winer, Gr. § 31. 5, p. 191; and 
for the various constructions of mirevw 
in the N.T., notes on 1 Zim. i. 16; 
and Reuss. Théol. Chrét. rv. 14, Vol. 
II. p. 129. The distinction drawn by 
Alf. between Xp. ‘Inc. in this clause 
and "Inc. Xp. above seems very pre- 
carious, esp. in a passage where there 
is so much difference of reading. 

Side] ‘because that,’ ‘propter quod,’ 


Vulg., a pso Syr.; scarcely ‘for’ 
n~ BA 


(it is an axiom that), Alf.,—for though 
diér: [properly quam ob rem, and then 
quoniam] is often used by later writers 
in a sense little, if at all, differing 
from é7: (see Fritz. Rom. i. 19, Vol. 1. 
57), it does not also appear to be in- 
terchangeable with ydp, but always 
to retain some trace of its proper 
causal force; comp. notes on 1 Thess. 
li. 8. The reading is doubtful. 
The text is supported by CDSEKL; 
very many mas., Vv., and Ff.,—and 
is perhaps to be preferred, as &re 


[Lachm. with ABD'FGN; § mas.] 
seems more probably a correction of 
the longer d:67:, than the reverse. 

od Sexavwbryjcerat x7.A.] ‘shall NoT 
be justified,’ ‘non justificabitur omnis 
caro,” Vulg.; Rom. iii. 20, comp. 
Psalm cxliii. 2, od ScxawwOjoerat évw- 
mwidy gou was fav’ a somewhat expres- 
sive Hebraism (see Ewald, Gr. p. 657), 
according to which ov is to be closely 
associated with the verb, and the pre- 
dication regarded as comprehensively 
and emphatically negative; non-justi- 
fication is predicated of all flesh: see 
Winer, Gr. § 26. 1, p. 155; Vorst, de 
Hebraismis, p. 519; Fritz. Rom. iii. 
ao, Vol. I. p. 179; and comp. Thol. 
Beitrdge, No. 15, p. 79. The future 
is here ethical, ¢.¢. it indicates not so 
much mere futurity as moral possibi- 
lity,—and with ov, something that 
neither can nor will ever happen: see 
esp. Thiersch, de Pent, 11. 11, p. 158 
sq., where this and similar uses of 
the future are well illustrated: comp. 
Bernhardy, Synt. x. 5, p. 377; Winer, 
Gr. § 40. 6, p. 251. On the 
doctrinal distinctions in St Paul’s Epp. 
between the pres., perf., and fut. of 
Sixatoicbar with wleris, see Usteri, 
Lehrb. 11. 1. I, p. go; comp. Peile, 
Append. Vol. 11. note D. The order 
od dix. €& Epywy voy. (Rec.) is only 
found in KL; mss.; Goth., al.; Theod. 
(1), al., and is rejected by all recent 
critics, 

17. @ S€) ‘ But if, in accordance 
with these premises of thine, assuming 
the truth of these thy retrogressive 
principles ;’ audAdAoylgerat ra elpnuéva’ 


Theod. {nrotvres] ‘querentes 
—inventi sumus,;’ nervosum antithe- 
ton: Beng. dy Xpiorg] ‘in 


Christ; not ‘through Christ’ (Peile), 
but ‘in Christ,’—in mystical union 
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me : q 
Xprore evpeOnuev kat avrot duaptwroi, dpa Xpicros 


18 duaprias dtaxovos; my yévorro. et yap & xaréeAvoa 


with him; see Winer, Gr. § 48. a, 
p- 346, note. It is right to notice 
that this distinction between & rim 
and did rwos is strongly opposed by 
Fritz. (Opuse. p. 184, note), and his 
objections, considered merely gram- 
matically, deserve consideration; but 
here, as only too often (comp. Rom. 
Vol. 11 p. 82 8q.), he puts out of sight 
the theological meaning which appears 
regularly attached to é& Xpirg. In 
the present passage the meaning is 
practically the same, whichever trans- 
lation be adopted ; but in the one the 
deep significance of the formula (union, 
fellowship, with Christ) is kept in view, 
in the other it is obscured and lost 
sight of; comp. notes on Eph. i. 3, 
ii. 6. ed pOnpev] ‘were found 
to be, after all our seeking ;’ not either 
a Hebraism, or a periphrasis of the 
verb substantive (Kypke, Obs. Vol. I. 
p- 2). The verb edpox. has always in 
the N.T. its proper force, and indicates 
not merely the existence of a thing, 
but the manifestation or acknowledg- 
ment of that existence; ‘if we are 
found (deprehendimur) in the eyes of 
God and men to be sinners;’ comp. 
Matth. i. 18, Luke xvii. 18, Acts viii. 
40, Rom. vii. 10, al.; and see esp. 
Winer in loc., and Gv. § 65. 8, p. 542. 
kal atro(] ‘ourselves also,’ as much as 
those whom we proudly regard only 
as Gentiles and sinners. dpa] 
‘ergone’? ‘are we to say, as we must 
on such premises? ironical and inter- 
rogative: not dpa (Chrys., Ust. al.); 
for though in two out of the three 
passages in which dpa occurs (Luke 
xviii. 8, Acts viii. 30) it anticipates a 
negative, and not, as here, an affirm. 
answer, it must still be retained in 
the present case, as uh yévoro in St 
Paul's Epp. is never found except 


after a question. The particle has 
here probably an ironical force, ‘ are 
we to say pray?’ 7.e. in effect, ‘we 
are to say, I suppose;’ see Jelf, Gr. 
873. 2. It is thus not for dp’ ob—at 
all times a very questionable position, 
as in most if not all of such cases it 
will be found that there is a faint irony 
or politely assumed hesitation, which 
seems to have suggested the use of 
the dubitative dpa, even though it is 
obvious that an affirmative answer is 
fully expected. The same may be said 
of ‘ne’ for ‘nonne:’ see esp. Kiihner, 
Xen. Mem. 11. 6, and ib. Tuscul. Dis- 
put. Il. 11, 26; comp. Stalb. Plato, 
Rep. vit. p. 566.4. The original iden- 
tity of dpa and dpa (Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 180) is impugned (appy. 
with doubtful success) by Dunbar, 
Class. Museum, Vol. v. p. 102 8q., see 
Shepherd, 7b. Vol. v. p. 470 8q. 

dpaprias Stdxovos] ‘a minister of 
sin;’ scil. in effect, a promoter, a fur- 
therer of it (comp. 2 Cor. xi. 15), one 
engaged in its service; duapria being 
almost personified, and, as its position 
suggests, emphatically echoing the 
preceding duaprwrol,—‘ of sin (not of 
righteousness), —of a dispensation 
which not only leaves us where we 
were before, but causes us, when we 
exclusively follow it, to be for this very 
reason accounted sinners.’ Ei dé 87e 
Tov vbuov Kxarakimdvres rG Xpirg 
wporveAndVOapev...7rapdSacts[or rather, 
dpapria] rolro vevdmuorat, els abrov 7 
alria xwpihoe tov Seowérny Xpiordy 
Theod.; comp. Chrys. in loc. The 
argument is in fact a reductio ad ab- 
surdum: if seeking for justification in 
Christ is only to lead us to be accounted 
sinners,—not merely as being without 
law and in the position of Gentiles 
(Mey.), but as having wilfully neglected 


II. 18. 
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an appointed means of salvation,— 
then Christ, who was the cause of our 
neglecting it, must needs be, not only 
negatively but positively, a minister 
of sin; see De Wette tn loc. 

pi ylvouro] ‘be it not 90,’ ‘far be it,’ 


‘absit,’ Vulg., OO». [propitius fuit ; 


comp. Matth. xvi. 22] Syr., fe. in 
effect (esp. in a context like the pre- 
sent), ‘God forbid:’ Auth. This ex- 
pressive formula, though not uncom- 
mon in later writers (see exx. in Ra- 
phel, Annot. Vol. 11. p. 239, comp. 
Sturz. Dial. Maced. p. 204), only 
occurs in the N.T. in St Paul’s Epp. ; 
viz. Rom. iii. 4, 6, 31, vi. 2, 15, vii. 
7, 13, ix. 14, xi. 1, 11; 1 Cor. vi. 158; 
Gal. iii. a1. In all these cases it is 
interjectional, and in all, except the 
last, rebuts (as Conyb. as remarked) 
an inference drawn from St Paul's 
doctrine by an adversary. The nature 
of the inference makes the revulsion of 
thought (raxéws drornd¢, Dam.) either 
more or less apparent, and will usually 
suggest the best mode of translation. 
18, a ydp] ‘For if;’ direct con- 
firmation of the immediately preced- 
ing 2% yévaro (Usteri, Lehrb. 11. 1. 2, 
p. 162, note), and indirect and allu- 
sive expansion of the evpé?npev dpuap- 
twhrol’ ‘I say py yévoiro in ref. to 
Christ, for it is not in seeking to 
be justified in Him, but in seeking to 
rebuild the same atructure that I have 
destroyed (though nobler materials 
now lie around) that my sin, my 
transgression of the law’s own prin- 
ciples, really lies.’ In the change to 
the first person sing. there may be a 
delicate application to St Peter per- 
sonally, which ‘clementiz caus&’ is 
expreased in this rather than in the 
second person (Alf., Mey): it must 
not be forgotten however that the 


fervour as well as the introspective 
character of St Paul’s writings leads 
him frequently to adopt this peracyy- 
pariopes els daurév’ see esp. Rom. vii. 
7 8q.; 60 alao 1 Cor. iii. 5 aq., iv. 3 8q., 
vi. 12, X. 29, 30, xiii, In, 12, de. 
comp. Knapp, Scripta Var. Argum. 
No. 12, p. 431, 437. raira]) 
‘these—and nothing better in their 
place:’ Meyer. The emphasis rests on 
ratra, not on éduauréy (Olsh.), the 
position of which [xapaf. énauréy, 
not éuaurdy rapa8.] shows it clearly 
to be unemphatic. 


mwapaBdrny] ‘a transgressor,’ scil. rod 
0°e y td Vo 
yopou" L,cam As -=2 [trans- 
gressor mandati] Syr. But in what 
particular manner! Surely not ‘in 
having formerly neglected what I now 
reassert’ (De W., Alf.),—a somewhat 
weak and anticlimactic reference to 
elpéOnuey duaprwrol,— but, aa the 
following yap and the unfolding ar- 
gument seem clearly to require, ‘in 
reconstructing what I ought to per- 
ceive is only temporary and prepara- 
tive.’ Reconstruction of the same 
materials is, in respect of the law, not 
only a tacit avowal of an dyapria 
(evpé@. duapr.) in having pulled it 


‘down, but is a real and definite rapd- 


Bacrs of all its deeper principles. So, 
very distinctly, Chrys., éxeivo: Setta 
éBovrovro Sri bd pr) Typay Toy vopoy 
wapaBarns’ ovros els rovvayrloy wepié- 
Tpepe rov Néyou, Secxwds ore bd Trypuv 
TO» vouov wapaBdrys, ov THs xlorews, 
AAA kal adrod rod vépou. 

The counter-argument that the J of 
ver. 18 has ‘given up’ faith in Christ, 
and so could never consider the law 
as preparative (Alf.), is of no real 
force ; for in the first place the é¢ya 
had not given % wp, but had only 
aided to it, and in the next place, 
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even had he done so, he might equally 
show himself a real though uncon- 
scious rapaBarny. 

dpavroy cuvirrdye] ‘set myself for- 
ward,’ ‘demonstrate myself to be:’ 
Hesych. cunordavew’ éwaweiy, pave- 
poty, BeBaoty, waparibévac. This 
meaning, ‘sinceris Atticis ignotum,’ 
Fritz. (Rom. iii. 5, Vol. I. p. 159) 
deduces from the primary notion 
componendi; ‘ut easet ouvlarnpl tt, 
compositis collectisque que rem con- 
tineant argumentis aliquid doceo:’ 
see exx. in Wetst. Rom. iii. 5, 
Schweigh. Ler. Polyb. s. v. The 
form gcuvlornpt (Rec.), only found in 
D*3(E!)KL, mss. and Ff., seems a 
mere grammatical gloss. 

19. dyad yap] ‘For I truly:’ ex- 
planatory confirmation of the pre- 
ceding assertion ; the explanatory yap 
showing how this rehabilitation of the 
law actually amounts to a transgres- 
sion of its true principles, while the 
emphatic éyw adds the force and vi- 
tality of personal experience. In 
the retrospective reference of zapa- 
Barns adopted by De W. and Alf. 
(see above) the ydp loses all its force; 
it must either be referred, most awk- 
wardly, to 4 yévorro (De W.), or, 
still worse, be regarded as merely 
transitional. Sta vopov 
vépm dréBavov] ‘through the law died 
to the law.’ Of the many explanations 
of these obscure words the following 
(derived mainly from Chrysost.) ap- 
pears by far the most tenable and 
satisfactory. The result may be 
summed up in the following posi- 
tions: (1) Ndéuos in each case has 
the same meaning: (2) That mean- 
ing, a8 the context requires, must be 
the Mosaic law (ver. 16), no gram- 
matical arguments founded on the 
absence of the article (Middleton in 


loc.) having any real validity; comp, 
exx. in Winer, Gr. § 19, p. 112: 
(3) The law is regarded under the 
same aspect as in Rom. vii. 6—13, a 
passage in strictest analogy with the 
present: (4) Acd vouov must not be 
confounded with did vouoy or xara 
vopov’ it was through the instrumen- 
tality of the law (dd ris e&vrodjjs, 
Rom. vii. 8) that the sinful principle 
worked within and brought death 
upon all: (5)’Awéavoy is not merely 
‘legi valedixi’ (comp. xarnpynOnv dre 
Tob yvonov), but expresses generally 
what is afterwards more specifically 
expressed in ver. 20 by cuverravpwpat- 
(6) Nou is not merely the dative ‘of 
reference to,’ but a species of ‘dativus 
commodi;’ the expressions {Hv Tiwe 
and dwrodavely ru having a wide ap- 
plication ; see Fritz. Rom. xiv. 7, Vol. 
ur. p. 176 ;—‘I died not only as con- 
cerns the law, but as the law re- 
quired.” 

The whole clause then may thus be 
paraphrased: ‘J, through the law, 
owing to sin, was brought under its 
curse; but having undergone this with, 
and in the person of, Christ (ch. ili. 
13, comp. 2 Cor. v. 1), I died to the 
law in the fullest and deepest sense, —. 
being both free from its claims, and 
having satisfied its curse.’ The dif- 
ference between this and the common 
interpretations lies principally in the 
fuller meaning assigned to dré@ayvor, 
and its reference to cuvecratpwpa. 
A. careful investigation will be found 
in Usteri, Lehrd. 11. 1. 2, p. 164 8q. 
tow] ‘may live ;’ not a future (Alf.), 
—an anomalous usage (see notes on 
ver. 4) which it is surely unnecessary 
to obtrude on the present passage— 
but the regular aor. subj. (1 Thess. v, 
10), the tense of the dependent clause 


being in idiomatic accordance with 
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that of the leading member; comp. 
Schmalfeld, Synt. § 144. 1, p. 296. 

20. Xprorg ovverr.] ‘7 have been 
and am crucified with Christ;’ more 
exact specification of the preceding 
arédavov. This cuvecravp., it need 
scarcely be said, did not consist mere- 
ly in the crucifixion of the lusts (ch. v. 
a4, Grot.), but in that union with 
Christ according to which the believer 
shares the death of his crucified Lord ; 
éreidh dv TG Barrlopart ro0 re Gavd- 
Tou kal ris dvacrdcews TUrov éxdhpour, 
cuoraupotcba édéyorro re Xpior@ 
Theod.-Mops. in loc. 1 88 otnére 
dye] ‘7 live however no longer myself,’ 
z.e. my old self; see Rom. vi. 6, and 
comp. Neand. Plant. Vol. 1. p. 422 
(Bohn). The familiar but erroneous 
punctuation of this clause (fw 5¢, 
ouxére dye, $f 8@ x.7.d.) has been 
rightly rejected by all recent editors 
except Scholz. The only passing 
difficulty is in the use of 34 it does not 
simply continue (Riickert, Peile) or 
expand (Ust.) the meaning of Xp. 
ouveor., but reverts with its proper 
adversative force to wa Oceg fjow, 
ouveor. being not so much a link in 
the chain of thought, as a rapid and 
almost parenthetical epexegesis of 
dwédavor. tq 8€] The 
d¢ does not introduce any opposition 
to the preceding negative clause (it 
would then be ddd), but simply 
marks the emphatic repetition of the 
same verb (Hartung, Partik. 8é 2. 
17, Vol. I. p. 168), just retaining 
however that sub-adversative force 
which is so common when a clause is 
added, expressing a new, though not 
a dissimilar thought; see Klotz, De- 
var, Vol, II. p. 361. On 
the doctrinal import of {7 é éuol Xp. 
(‘Christ and His Spirit dwelling in 


them, and as the soul of their souls 
moving them unto such both inward 
and outward actions as in the sight 
of God are acceptable:’) see Hooker, 
Serm. ut. 1, Vol. oI. p. 764 sq. (ed. 
Keble). 8 8&8 viv fo] ‘yes, 
the life which now I live;’ explanatory 
and partially concessive clause, obviat- 
ing the possible objection arising from 
the seeming incompatibility of the 
assertion {7 év éuol Xp. with the fact 
of the actual (ny év capxl: ‘it is true,’ 
says the Apostle, ‘I do yet live in the 
flesh, an earthly atmosphere is still 
around me, but even thus I live and 
breathe in the pure element of faith, 
—faith in Him who loved me, yea and 
(xaf) gave such proofs of His love.’ 
With regard to the construction it is 
only necessary to observe that 8 is 
not ‘quod attinet ad id quod’ (Winer), 
but simply the accus. objecti after $3, 
scil. rhy 32 (why Av viv ¢d° comp. 
Rom. vi. 10, 8 yap dwrd#avev, and see 
Fritz. in loc. Vol. 1. p. 393. 

S& is thus not merely continuative 
(De W.), but serves both to limit and 
explain the preceding words (comp. 
1 Cor. i. 16, and Winer, Gr. § 53. 7. 
b, p. 393), its true oppositive force 
being sufficiently clear when the sup- 
pressed thought (see below) is pro- 
perly supplied: see Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. m1. p. 366. viv] The 
reference of this particle is doubtful. 
It may specify the period since the 
Apostle’s conversion, but is much 
more plausibly referred by Chrys., 
Theod., al. to the present life in the 
flesh, ‘hsc vita mea terrestris;’ see 
Phil. i. 22. In the former case the 
qualitative and tacitly contrasting é& 
capxi (‘earthly existence,’ ‘life in the 
phenomenal world,’ alcOyrh fwi, 
Chrys.; comp. Miiller, on Sin, Vol. 1. 


44 TPO 


TAAATA2. 


w“ ew - ™: “A ~ 9 r id a ° ‘4 
Tov viov TOV Oecov, TOU ayarne QvTOS ME Kat 7apacor- 


a 4 n~ 
21 ToS EavTOV UTE ELod. 


9 9 “~ 4 gv ~ n~ 
ovx abera® THv xapww Tov Ocod- 


e yap Ola vofov otkatocuvn, apa Xpirros dwpeav 


9 a 
a7reQavey. 


p- 453, Clark) would seem wholly 
superfluous. dy rlore] 
‘in faith.’ The instrumental sense, 
‘by faith,’ adopted by Theodoret and 
several ancient as well as modern ex- 
positors, is, though inexact, not gram- 
matically untenable. The deeper 
meaning of the words is however 
thus completely lost. On this ‘life 
in faith’ see the middle and latter por- 
tion of a profound paper, ‘Bemerk. 
zum Begriffe der Religion,’ by Lechler, 
Stud. u. Kritik. for 1851, Part rv. 

Tj Tov vlod rod Qeod] ‘namely that 
of the Son of God,’ distinctive, and 
with solemn emphasis,—the insertion 
of the article serving both to specify 
and to enhance, ‘in fide, e&que Filii 
Dei’ (see notes on 1 Tim. iii. 13, and 
un 2 Tim. i, (3), while the august 
title, by intimating the true fountain 
of life (John v. 26), tends to add con- 
firmation and assurance; Sray mepl 
rot Tlod vociy 6é\ns, palwy riya earl 
7a év r@ Llarpl, rabra cal dv rG Tig 
elvat wloreve’ Athan. on Matth. xi. 
27, Vol. 1. p. 153 (ed Bened.). 

The reading of Lachm. rq@ Tod Geob 
xal Xpirod, rod dyar. is supported 
by BD'FG; Clarom.,—but has every 
appearance of being a gloss; see 
Meyer (critical notes), p. 29. 

wal awapadévros «T.A.] ‘and (as a 
proof of his love) gave Himself,’ &c. 
the xal being éfyynrixdy, and illus- 
tratively subjoining ‘the practical 
proof; see Fritz. Rom. ix. 23, Vol. 
Il. p. 339, and on this and other uses 
of xal, notes on Phil, iv. 12. 

Satp iuob] ‘for me,’ ‘pro me,’ Vulg.; 
to atone for me and to save me. On 
the dogmatical meaning of this prep., 


see notes on ch. iii. 13. 

21. otx dOera] ‘I do not make 
void,’ ‘nullify,’ not ‘non abjicio,’ 
Vulg., still less ovx dridiw, Theod.,— 
but ‘non irritam facio, ut dicam per 
legem esse justitiam,’ Aug. in loc. ; 
comp. 1 Cor. i. 19, Thy civeow Top 
cuveriav Adertow' ch. iii. 15, (cadhany) 
dOerel’ so 1 Macc. xv. 27, 90érnce 
adyra bca cuvéfero ad’rg’ and fre- 
quently in Polyb., see Schweigh. Lez. 
s.v. The verb is sometimes found in 
the milder sense of ‘despising,’ ‘re- 
jecting,’ &c. with persons (Luke x. 
16, John xii. 48, 1 Thess. iv. 8); but 
this obviously falls short of the mean- 
ing in the present context. 

Tv xdpw rot Geot] ‘the grace of 
God,’ as shown in the death of Christ 
and our justification by faith in Him ; 
not, ‘the Gospel,’ as Hamm. on Heb. 
xiii. 9. In our justification, 
as it is well said in the Homilies, there 
are three things which go together,— 
on God’s part His mercy and grace ; 
upon Christ’s part the satisfaction of 
God’s justice; and upon our part true 
and lively faith in the merits of Jesus 
Christ: On Salvat. Part 1. 

yap explains and confirms the preced- 
ing declaration; ‘I say ov« dOera, for 
it is an immediate inference that if 
the law could have been the medium 
of d:xaoctyn Christ’s death would 
have been purposeless.’ Sua 
vopnou] ‘by means of the law’ as a 
medium of &:xatoc’yn’ emphatic, as 
the position shows, and antithetical to 
Xpiords in the succeeding clause. In 
the present verse it is in effect as- 
serted that the vduos is not a medium 
of dcxatoowwyn (els xrijow dSixasoctyns 
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dpxet> Theod.), in ch. iii, 11, it is 
asserted not to be the sphere of it, and 
in ch. iii, 21, not the origin. Su- 


wn 
Kavocivyn] ‘righteousness,’ (Za0. >1 
xy 


Syr., ‘justitia,’ Vulg. ; not equivalent 
to dixalwois (Whately, Dangers, &c. 
§ 4), nor yet, strictly considered, the 
result of it; but appy. in the most 
inclusive meaning of the term— 
righteousness, whether imputed, by 
which we are accounted dlxa:o, or 
infused and inherent, by which we 
could be found so; see MHooker, 
Serm. 11. 3, 21, where the distinction 
between justifying and sanctifying 
righteousness is drawn out with admi- 
rable perspicuity. On the meaning of 
the word, see Andrewes, Serm. v. 
Vol. v. p. 114 (A.-C. L.) ; Waterland, 
Justif. Vol. vi. p. 4; and for some 
acute remarks on its lexical aspects, 
Knox, Remains, Vol. 11. p. 276. 

dpa] ‘then,’ i.e. ‘the obvious infer 
ence is.’ On the meaning of dpa, see 
notes, ch. v. II. Swpedy] 
‘for naught, without cause ;’ not here 
‘frustra’ (Grot.), ‘sine effectu,’—but 
‘sine justia caused,’ Tittm. Synon. I. p. 
161; weperrds 6 To0 Xpicrol Odyaros’ 
Chrys.; ‘superflue mortuus est Chr.,’ 
Jerome; comp. John xv. 25, éulenody 
pe Swpedy' Psalm xxxiv. (xxxv.) 7, 
3wpedy (dvarriws, Symm.). Expuydy pos 
d:apOopdy, So 3M, which the LXX 
frequently translate by dwped», has 
the meaning ‘in nullum bonum finem,’ 
as well as ‘gratis’ and ‘frustra;’ 
comp. Gesen. Lex. s. v.; Vorst, de 
Hebraiem. vii. 6, p. 228, 229. 


Cuarrer III. 1. dvénro. Tad] 
‘ foolish Galatians ;’ fervid and indig- 
nant application of the results of the 


preceding demonstration te the case 
of his readers. The epithet d»dyros 
is used in three other passages by St 
Paul,— Rom. i. 14, opp. to codés” 
1 Tim. vi. 9, joined with SdaBepés° 
Tit. iii, 3, with dwe@hs and wiavu- 
wevos‘—and in all seems to mark not 
so much a dulnesa in (‘insensati,’ 
Vulg.), as a deficiency in, or rather 
an insufficient application of, the vois* 


b 
comp. Syr. tows = 
[nd a] = 


[destituti mente], and Luke xxiv. 25, 
where while Bpadus r7 xapdlig denotes 
the defect in heart, dvéyros seems to 
mark the defect in head; comp. 
Tittm. Synon. I. p. 144, where this 
word is defined somewhat artificially, 
but rightly distinguished from d&dpw» 
and dovveros which seem to point 
respectively rather to ‘senselessness’ 
and ‘slowness of understanding." 

It cannot then be asserted (Brown) 
that the Galatians were proverbially 
stupid; comp. Callim. H. Del. 184, 
dg¢pom pirky. Themistius, who him- 
self spent some time in the (then ex- 
tended, Forbig. Geogr. Vol. 11. p. 364) 
province gives them a very different 
character: of 5¢ dvdpes tore dre dteis 
kal dyxlva xal eipabéorepa ry d-yay 
‘EdAjvwr «cal rpBuvlou rapadayévros 
éxxpéuavrar e000s, Worep rijs Nou ra 
odhpia® Orat. 23, ad fin. p. 299 (ed. 
Harduin). Versatility and inconstancy, 
as the Epistle shows (comp. notes on 
ch. i. 6), were the true characteristics 
of the Galatian. Foolishness must 
have been often, as in the present case, 
not an unnatural concomitant. 

bpds éBdoxavey] ‘did bewitch you,’ 
‘vos fascinavit,’ Vulg., Clarom. The 
verb Sagxalyw is derived from Bdtw, 
Bdoxw (Pott. Rym. Forsch. Vol. 1. p. 
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271), and perhaps signified originally 
‘mal& lingu& nocere ;? comp. Benfey, 
Wurzellex. Vol. 1. p. 104. Here 
however the reference appears rather 
to the bewitching influence of the evil 
eye (comp. Ecclus. xiv. 8, Bacxalvwy 
éfGaruy, and see Elsner in loc., 
Winer, RWB. Art. ‘ Zauberei’), though 
not necessarily ‘the evil eye of 


envy,’ (Chrys. ; comp. Syr. SO..20) 


as in this latter sense Sack. is com- 
monly with a dat. (but in Ecclus. 
xiv. 6, Ignat. Rom. 3, with accus.): 
see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 462; Pierson, 
Herodian, p. 470. | The addi- 
tion, 77 dAnOelg wh welOecOar [Rec. 
with CD°E?KL; mas.; Vulg. (but not 
all mss.), Syr.-Philox., Ath. (both), 
al; Ath., Theod.], is rightly rejected 
by most modern editors, both as de- 
ficient in external authority [omitted 
in ABD'E'FGN; 2 mas.; Syr., and 
nearly all Vv.], and as an apparent 
gloss from ch. v. 7. awpocypddy ] 
‘was openly set forth,’ ‘ prescriptus 
est,’ Vulg., Clarom. The meaning of 
this word has been much discussed. 
The ancient (comp. Syr.) and popular 
gloss is éfwypagpi}0n (Theoph., Gicum., 
and appy. Chrys., Theod.), but with- 
out any lexical authority; for common 
as is the use of ypddw in a pictorial 
sense, there appears no certain in- 
stance of mrpo ypdgdw being ever so 
used: see Rettig, Stud. u. Krit. 1830, 
p- 96 sq. We can then only safely 
translate rpoeypddgy either (a) ‘ antea 
scriptus est,’ or (8) ‘palam scriptus 
est.” Between these it is difficult to 
decide. Considered lexically (a) seems 
the most probable; for though (8) is 
appy. the more common meaning in 
Hellenic writers (Plutarch, Camill. § 
11, comp. Polyb. Hist. XXXII. 21. 12, 
al.), yet in the three other passages 12 


the N.T. in which rpoypd¢dw occurs, 
viz. Rom. xv. 4, Eph. iii. 3, Jude 4, 
it is used in the former sense. Both 
meanings occur in the LXX: (a) in 
1 Esdr. vi. 32 (Ald.); (8) in 1 Mace.x. 
36. Contextual considerations how- 
ever seem in favour of (8); as this 
meaning not only harmonizes best 
with the prominent and purely local 
car’ ép¢0adpovs (comp. xar’ bupara, 
Soph. Antig. 756), but also best illus- 
trates the peculiar and suggestive é8d- 
oxavey, which thua gains great force 
and point; ‘who could have be- 
witched you by his gaze, when you 
had only to fix your eyes on Christ to 
escape the fascination?’ comp. Numb. 
xxi. 9. év tpty] ‘among you ;’ 
not a Hebraistic pleonasm (‘construi 
debet éy ols tui’? Grot.), but a regular 
local predicate appended to *mpoe- 
yodgn, and appy. intended to en- 
hance the preceding ols xar’ 660. by 
a still more studied specification of 
place: not only had the truth been 
presented to them, but preached 
among them with every circumstance 
of individual and local exhibition. Ac- 
cording to the usual connexion é& vir 
is joined with évravp. (com. Chrys.), 
but in that case both perspicuity and 
emphasis would have required the 
order écraup. év duty, while in the pre- 
sent the isolation of écraup. is in ac- 
cordance with the natural order, and 
adds greatly to the pathos and em- 
phasis ; see 1 Cor. i. 23, and comp. 1 
Cor. ii. 2. On the force of the perf. 
part. as implying the permanent cha- 
racter of the action, see Winer, Gr. 
§ 45. I, p. 305; Green, Gr. p. 308. 

It may be observed that JLachm. 
(Griesb, marks with ©) omits éy dpiy 
with ABCN; ro mss.; Amit., Tol, 
Syr., al.; but with little probability, 
as the omission of such a seemingly 
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superfluous clause can easily be ac- 
counted for, but not the insertion. 

2. tovro pévoy] ‘ This only,’—not 
to mention other arguments which 
might be derived from your own ad- 
missions ; ‘de eo quod promptum est 
aciscitor:’ Jerome. pabety 
ad vpdv] ‘to learn of you,’ Auth. 
Ver.; not for rapa dpiuv (Riick.), 
which would imply a more immediate 
and direct communication, but with 
the proper force of dwé, which as a 
general rule (Col. i. 7, seems an ex- 
ception) indicates a source less active 
and more remote: contrast 2 Tim. iii. 
14, and see Winer, Gr. § 47, dd, p. 
331 note; comp. also notes on ch. i. 12. 
For exx. of this use of padety, not 
¢to learn as a disciple,’ with an ironi- 
cal reference ‘(Luth., Beng.), but sim- 
ply ‘to arrive at a knowledge,’ see 
exx. in Rost u. Palm, Lex. s.v., and 
comp. Acts xxili. 27. 

vd IIveipa] ‘the Spirit,’ rhy rocadrny 
loxvv' Chrys.; ‘de Spiritu miraculo- 
rum loqui hic apostolum patet.’ Bull, 
Harm. Ap. Part 11. 11. 8. It is not 
however necessary to understand this 
as the exclusive meaning, much less 
to explain it with Baur, Apost. Paulus, 
p- 515, a3 ‘das Christliche Bewuast- 
seyn:’ see next verse. dxorjs 
alo-rews may be translated, either (a) 
‘the hearing of faith,’ t.e. the recep- 
tion of the Gospel (Brown); or (8) 
‘the report or message of faith,’ 4.e. 
the preaching which related to, had 
as its subject, rleris (gen. olyectt) ; ac- 
cording as dxo? is taken in an active 
or pass. sense. The former might 
seem to preserve a better antithesis to 
Erywy vépov,—‘ hearing the doctrine 
of faith, opp. to doing the works of 


the law’ (Schott, Peile; comp. A‘th.), 
but is open to the decided lexical ob- 
jection that dxoh appears always used 
in the N.T. in a passive sense (so both 
in Rom. x. 17, where see Fritz. ; and 
in 1 Thess. ii. 13, where see notes), 
and to the contextual objection that 
the real opposition is not between the 
doing and the hearing, but between 
the two principles, faith and the law, 
—the question in effect being, 6 vépos 
duty wey rod Oelov IIvevuaros évép- 
yeray, F udvn 4 ert roy Kipiov wloris; 
Theod. We may then with some con- 
fidence adopt (8); so Goth. (‘ gahau- 
seins’), Arm., and recently De W., 
Mey., and the best modern commen- 
tators. 

3. otras dvdnro] ‘to 80 high a 
degree, so very foolish,’— with reference 
to what follows: ‘quum ovrws cum 
adjectivo nomini aut adverbio copu- 
latur, reddes non solum ‘ita,’ ‘ adeo,’ 
verum etiam ‘usque adeo;” Steph. 
Thesaur. s.v. Vol. V. p. 2433, where 
several exx. are cited; e.g. Isoc. Pa- 
neg. 43.4, oUrw peyddras* Xen. Cyr. 
II, 2, 16, ovrw wodéutor 
évapEdpevor] ‘aster having begun,’ 
temporal participle referring to the 
previous fact of their first entrance 
into Christian life. On the temporal 
force of the participle, see notes on 
Eph. iv. 8 (ed. 2); and on the force 
of the compound (more directly con- 
centrated action), see notes on Phil. 
i. 6, IIvebpars] ‘with the 
Spirit ;’ dat. of the manner (modal 
dat.) in which the action took place: 
see Winer, Gr. § 31. 6, p. 193; Bern- 
hardy, Synt. 01. 14, p. 100; Jelf, Gr. 
§ 603. The meaning of wvedua and 
capé in this verse has been the subject 
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of considerable discussion. Of the 
earlier expositors, Theodoret para- 
phrases wv. by 7 xdpis, cdpé by % xara 
vouov rodrela (80 Waterl. Distinct. of 
Sacr. 11. § 10, Vol. v. p. 262), while 
Chrys. finds in cdpt a definite allusion 
to the circumcision; comp. Eph. ii. 
11. Alii alia. The most satisfactory 
view is that taken by Miller, Doct. of 
Sin, ch. 2, Vol. 1. 355 8q. (Clark),— 
viz. that when wvedua is thus in ethi- 
cal contrast with odpt it is to be 
understood of the Holy Spirit, regard- 
ed as the governing and directing 
principle in man; odpt, on the con- 
trary, as the worldly tendency of human 
life, ‘the life and movement of man 
in things of the phenomenal world.’ 
If this be correct xv. and cdpt are 
here used, not to denote Christianity 
and Judaism per se, but as it were the 
essence and active principle of each. 
émureretoe] ‘are ye brought to com- 
pletion?? Not middle, as often in 
Hellenic Greek (see Schweigh. Lex. 
Polyb. s.v.), but passive (Vulg., Cla- 
rom., Chrys.), a8 in 1 Pet. v. 9, comp. 
Phil. i. 6. The meaning of the com- 
pound must not be neglected ; it does 
not merely imply ‘finishing’ (Ust., 
Peile) as opposed to ‘ beginning,’ but 
appears always to involve the idea of 
bringing to a complete and perfect end ; 
comp. 1 Sam. iii. 12, Epgouar kal émt- 
redéow* see further exx. in Bretsch. 
Lex. 8.v., and the good collection in 
Rost u. Palm, Lex. s.v. Vol. 1. p. 11235 
—the most definite of which seems, 
Herod. 1x. 64, 4 ley rod pévov...éx 
Mapiovlov éreredéero. 

4. erdGere] ‘ Did ye suffer?’ ‘ passi 


y 
estis,’ Vulg., Clarom., loa 
v 


[sustinuistis] Syr., Aith. (both). The 
meaning of this word has been much 
discussed. The apparent tenor of the 


O ouv extxopnyav upiv 


argument, as alluding rather to bene- 
fits than to sufferings, has led Kypke 
(Obs. Vol. 11. p. 277, comp. Schoettg. 
Hor. Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 731) and others 
to endeavour to substantiate by exx. 
that wdoxew is not only a word of 
neutral meaning, but, even without ed 
or dyaGsy, actually signifies ‘ beneficus 
afici,’,—a usage however of which 
Steph. (Thes. s.v.) rightly says ‘ex- 
emplum desidero.’? For the neutral 
meaning (‘ experienced,’ ed. 1), a8 in- 
cluding a reference to all the spiritual 
dispensations, whether sufferings or 
blessings, which had happened to 
(Arm.) or had been vouchsafed to the 
Galatians, much may be said both 
lexically and contextually,—still, on 
the one hand, the absence of any direct 
instance in the N. T. [even in Mark 
v. 26, there is an idea of suffering in 
the background], and, on the other, 
the authority of the ancient Vv. and 
Greek expositors lead us now to revert 
to the regular meaning, suffered, and 
to refer it to the labours (Copt.) and 
persecutions which in one form or 
other must have certainly tried the 
early converts of Galatia; see Chrys., 
Jerome, and the good note of Alford 
in loc. All these sufferings were a 
genuine evidence of the évaptdpevoe 
IIveduare, and would be regarded and 
alluded to by the Apostle as blessed 
tokens of the Spirit's influence ; comp. 
1 Thess. ii. 13, 14, and the remarks 
of August. inh. l. et ye kal 
exw] ‘if indeed, or if at least, tt really 
be in vain.’ The sense of this clause 
has been obscured by not attending to 
the true force of ef ye and «al. 

«& ye must not be confounded with 
elrep (Tholuck, Beitrdge, p. 146): the 
latter, in accordance with the exten- 
sive, or perhaps rather intensive force 
of wep (Donalds. Crat. § 178, comp. 
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Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 723), implies 
‘st omnino,’ the former (eye), in ac- 
cordance with the restrictive yé, is ‘si 
quidem,’ and if resolved, tum certe 
st; (‘yé ita tantummodo ad tollendam 
conditionem facit, quia tum certe, st 
quid fiat, aliud esse significat, non ut 
ipsam conditionem confirmet:’ Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 11. p. 308), comp. p. 528. 
No inference however of the Apostle’s 
real opinion can be drawn merely from 
the ye (efye ‘usurpatur de re que jure 
sumpta creditur,’ Herm. Vig. No. 310), 
as it is the sentence and not the par- 
ticle which determines the rectitude 
of the assumption. kal 
must closely be joined with elx4, and 
either (a), with ita usual ascensive force 
(‘quasi ascensionem ad eam rem quo 
pertineat particula;’ Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 638), gives to the clause 
the meaning, ‘if at least it amount to, 
s.¢. be really in vain;’ or (6), with what 
may be termed its descensive force 
(Odyss. 1. 58, see Hartung, Partik. 
cal, § 2.8, Vol. 1. p. 136), serves to 
imply, ‘if at least it be only in vain, 
i.e. has not proceeded to a more dan- 
gerous length,’ videndum ne ad per- 
niciem valeat: Aug. in loc., Cocceius. 
Of these (6) is the most emphatic and 
pungent (so Mey., De W.), but (a) 
most characteristic of the large heart 
of the Apostle, and of the spirit of 
love and tenderness to his converts 
(ch. iv. 19) which is blended even with 
the rebukes of this Epistle ; so Chrys., 
and the Greek expositors; comp. 
Brown, p. 112. 

5. §& otv dmyopnyav] ‘He then 
who is bestowing, &c.’ resumption by 
means of the reflexive ody (see below, 
and notes on Pati. ii. 1) of the sub- 
ject of ver. 2; ver. 3 and 4 being in 
effect parenthetical. The subject of 


this verse is not St Paul (Lomb., 
Erasm., al.), but, as the context, the 
meaning of duvduecs, the nature of the 
action specified (ér:xop7yav), and the 
permanence of the action implied by 
the present tense ér:yopyyGv (comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 45. 1, p. 304; Schmal- 
feld, Synt. § 202, p. 405), all obviously 
suggest,— God: 6 Ocbs, gnow, 6 émi- 
Xoprry Gv vuty rd Ilvefua’ Theoph. 

The force of él in értxop. does not 
appear additive, but directive (see 
Rost u. Palm, Lez. a.v., and i. 8.v. 
éwl, C. 3. cc), any idea of the freedom 
or ample nature of the gift (Winer, 
Peile) being due solely to the primary 
meaning of the simple verb: sve notes 
on Col. ii. 19, and comp. 2 Cor. ix. 
10, where both xopryéw and érixopy- 
vyéw occur in the same verse, and 
appy. in the same sense quantitatively 
considered. For exx. of the use of 
érxop. in later writers see the colleo- 
tion of Hase, in Steph. Thes. s.v. 
Vol. IIT. p. 1902. On the pre- 
sent resumptive use of od» after a 
(logical) parenthesis, which has been 
incorrectly pronounced rare in Attic 
writers, see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 
718; Hartung, Partik. od, 3. 5, Vol 
Ir, p. 22. It may be remarked that 
as a general rule od» is continuative 
and retrospective rather than illative, 
and is in this respect to be distin- 
guished from &pa (Donalds. Gr. § 
604), but it must not also be forgotten 
that as in the N. T. the use of od is 
to that of dpa nearly as 11 to 1, the 
force of the former particle must not 
be unduly restricted. In St Paul’s 
Epp. where the proportion is not quite 
4 to 1, the true distinction between 
the two particles may be more safely 
maintained; see however notes on 
1 Tim. ii. 1 (Tranal.). 
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Suvdpes] ‘miraculous powers,’ Lhiw 
a gy 

{virtutes] Syr., ‘virtutes,’ Vulg., 
Clarom. This more restricted mean- 
ing, which may be supported by 
1 Cor. xii. 28, and probably Matth. 
xiv. 2, seems best to accord with the 
coutext. Kal is-then éfyyyrixéy, and 
é&y iptv retains its natural meaning 
with évepyéw, ‘in you,’ ‘within you;’ 
comp. Matth. l.c., al duvdues évepyob- 
ow & air@. &€ toyay 
vépou] ‘from the works of the law,’ 
not exactly ‘as following upon,’ Alf. 
(bis); but, in more strict accordance 
with the primary force of the prep., 
‘from,’ ‘out of’ (‘ex,’ Vulg.), aa the 
originating or moving cause of the 
éxixoptyynots’ comp. notes on ch. ii. 16. 

6. naGeds] ‘Even as.’ The answer 
is so obvious, that St Paul proceeds 
as if it had been expressed. The com- 
pound particle xa@ws is not found in 
the purer Attic authors, though suf- 
ficiently common in later writers ; see 
exx. collected by Lobeck, Phryn. p. 
426. Em. Moschop., the Byzantine 
Grammarian, cited by Fabricius, Bibl. 
Greca, Vol. vi. p. 191 (ed. Harles), 
remarks that this is an Alexandrian 
usage; Td Kaa ol "Arrixol xpGvrat, 
7 6¢@ xaOws ovdéwore, ANN 4 Tey 
"Arekavdpéwy Siddexros xad" Hv  Oela 
ypagh yéyparra’ see esp. Sturz de 
Dialecto Maced. § 9, 8.v. (Steph. 
Thes. ed. Valpy, p. clxx). On the 
most suitable translation, comp. notes 
on i Thess. i. 5 (Tranal.). 
Doyletn aire ds Sixaroctwny] ‘ti 
was accounted for to him, or was 
reckoned to him, as righteousness,’ scil. 
7d murretcat’ see Winer, Gr. § 49. 2, 
p. 427 (ed. 5). The phrase doyzlferail 


ve ets vt, Acts xix. 27, Rom. ii. 26, 
iv. 3, ix. 8, is explained by Fritzsche 
(Rom. Vol. 1. p. 137), a8 equivalent 
to Aoylferal re els 7d elval ri, ‘ita res 
sestimatur ut res sit, h.e. ut pro re 
valeat ;’ hence ‘ tribuitur alicui rei vis 
ac pondus rei.’ In such cases, the 
more exact idea conveyed by els of 
destination for any object or thing 
(Rost u. Palm, Lex. s.v. els, v. 1) is 
blended with that of simple predica- 
tion of it. In later writers this ex- 
tended so far that els is often used as 
a mere index of the accus., having 
lost all its prepositional force; e.g. 
Gyew els -yuvaixa’ seo Bernh, Synt. 
v.11. b. 2, p. 219. With the present 
semi-Hebraistic use of Aoyif. els, it is 
instructive to contrast Xen. Cyr. 111. 
I. 33, xphuara...els dpyiptoy doyt- 
oGévra: where els has its primary 
ethical meaning of measure, accord- 
ance to. On the doctrinal mean- 
ing of édoylo On x.7.d. see Bull, Harm. 
Apost, II. 12. 22; and for an able 
comparison of the faith of Abraham 
with that of Christians, Hammond, 
Pract. Catech. Book 1. 3. 

7. yweonere dpa] ‘Know ye there- 


fore,’ QS) [cognoscite] Syr., Vulg., 
Clarom., Armen. ,—not indicative, as 
Jerome, Ps.-Ambr., al., and most re- 
cently Alf.: the tmper. is not only 
more animated, but more logically 
correct, for the declaration in the 
verse is really one of the points which 
the Apostle is labouring to prove ; 
éy kepadaly &ddoxe roy ’ABpady éx 
awlarews Stxatwévra, kal rovs rpopluous 
ris wlorews viods rol 'ASpady xpnpa- 
ritowras’ Theod.; see Olsh. in loc. 
The objections of Riick., and even of 
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Alf., to the use of dpa with the imper. 
are distinctly invalid: not only is the 
union of the imper. with dpa logically 
admissible, and borne out by usage 
(comp. Hom. J/. x. 249), but further, 
in perfect harmony with the true 
lexical force of the particle: ‘rebus ita 
comparatis (Abraham’s faith being 
reckoned to him as righteousness) cog- 
noscite, &c.;? see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 
i. p. 167. ol éx wlo-rens] 
‘they who are of faith,’ not ‘they 
who rest on faith’ (Green, Gr. p. 
288), but, in accordance with the pri- 
mary meaning of origin, ‘they who 
are spiritually descended from, whose 
source of spiritual life is—wloris’ com- 
pare Rom. ii. 8, ol é& épeBelas, ‘qui a 
malarum fraudum machinatione origi- 
nem ducunt,’ ‘qui malitiam tanquam 
parentem habent:’ Fritz. in loc., Vol. 
I, p. 105. 
odro] ‘these, and none other than 
these,’ ‘exclusis ceteris Abrahamo 
natis:’ Beng.; see James i. 25. This 
retrospective and emphatic use of the 
pronoun is illustrated by Winer, Gr. 
§ 23. 4, p. 144: see also Bernhardy, 
Synt, vi. 8. d, p. 283; Jelf, Gr. § 658. 
8. «mpoidovoa St 1 ypady] ‘ More- 
over the Scripture foreseeing:’ further 
statement that the faithful, who have 
already been shown to be the true 
children of Abraham, are also the 
only and proper participatora in his 
blessing. This sort of personification 
is noticed by Schoettg. (Hor. Hebr. 
Vol. 1. p. 732) as a ‘formula Judeis 
admodum solemnis,’ ¢.g. M8 M5 
3IN3Sn ‘Quid vidit scriptura?’ MD 
NIT AN ‘Quid vidit ille, A. e. quid- 
nam ipsi in mentem venit?!’ see also 
Surenhus. B/SA. Karaad. p. 6 sq. In 
such cases 7 ypadh stands obviously 
for the Author of the Scriptures— 


God, by whose inspiration they were 
vy 
written: comp. Syr., where Ia 


[Aloho] is actually adopted in the 
translation. 82 appears to 
be here peraBarcxéy, i, €. indicative of 
transition (Hartung, Partik. 8é, 2, 3, 
Vol. 1. p. 165; Winer, Gr. § 53. 7. b, 
Pp. 393): it does not merely connect 
this verse with the preceding (Auth.- 
Ver., Peile, Conyb., al.), but implies 
a further consideration of the subject 
under another aspect; ‘38é¢ eam ipsam 
vim habet ut abducat nos ab e& re 
que proposita est, transferatque ad id 
quod miss& ill& priore re jam pro 
vero ponendum esse videatur:’ Klotz, 
Devar, Vol. 11. p. 353. The exact 
force of 54, which is never simply 
connective (Hartung, Partik. Vol. 1. 
p- 163), and never loses al/ shades of 
its true oppositive character, deserves 
almost more attentive consideration 
in these Epp. than any other particle, 
and wi.l often be found to supply the 
only true clue to the sequence and 
evolution of the argument. 

Sixarot] ‘justifeth, not ‘would jus- 
tify,’ Auth. (‘ presens pro futuro,’ 
Grot.), nor present with ref. to what 
is now taking place (De W.), but what 
is termed the ethical present, with 
significant reference to the eternal and 
immutable counsels of God; dywier 
Taira xaldpice kal rporydpeucev 60eds° 
Theod.: comp. Matth. xxvi. 2, rapa- 
5lSorac’ see Winer, Gr. § 40. 2, p. 237, 
and for the rationale of this usage, 
Schmalfeld, Synt. § 54. 2, p. QI. 
mpoeunyyelcaro] ‘made known the 
glad tidings beforehand ;’? comp. Gen. 
xii. 3, xviii, 18, xxii. 18 The com- 
pound mpoevayy. is somewhat rare; it 
occurs in Schol. Soph. Trach. 335; 


Philo, De Opi. § 9, Vol. I. p. 7, Dg 
E 2 
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under & ape from which Christ has freed us, having 
ensured to 


Mut. Nom. § 29, Vol. 1. p. 602 (ed. 
Mang.); and the eccles. writers. 
Bru evevdcy.] ‘shall be blessed in:’ 
quotation, by means of the usual ére 
recitativum, from Gen. xii 3 (comp. 
ch, xviii. 18, xxii. 18), though not in 
the exact words; the here more appo- 
site but practically synonymous wdvTa 
ra, €vn being used (perhaps from ch. 
Xvili. 18) instead of the waca al ¢v- 
Aa ris ys of the LXX: comp. Su- 
renhus, Bi8A. Karan. p. 567. 
The simple form e\oy7. is adopted 
by Elz. (not Steph.), but only with FG 
and cursive mss. dv col] 
‘in thee, as the spiritual father of 
all the faithful; not ‘per te,’ Schott, 
but simply and plainly ‘in te,’ Vulg., 
Clarom.,—the prep. with its usual 
force specifying Abraham as the sub- 
stratum, foundation, on which and in 
which the blessing rests: comp. 1 Cor. 
vii. 14, and Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 345. 
9g. dorre] ‘So then,’ ‘ Consequently ;’ 
see notes on ch. ii. 13. “Nore states 
the result from the emphatic évevAoy. 
(cudrAoytfdpevos éwfyyayer* Chrys.): it 
is from the fact of the blessing having 
been promised to Abraham and his 
children that of é« wicrews share it, 
inasmuch as they are true children 
(ver. 7) of Abraham ; evAoynuéva: eloly 
ol...r7 wiorec mpoctdyres, Dowep Kal db 
murrds "ABp. nudéynro* Theoph. 
aby] ‘together with ;’ not ‘ similiter,’ 
Grot., but, in accordance with the 
regular meaning of the prep., ‘ with,” 
‘in association with’ (Winer, Gr. § 48. 
b, p. 349), the miorg serving to hint 
(Mey., Alf.) at that to which this 
_ association is truly to be referred; ef 
vis Tolyw ris éxeivov ovyyevelas dttw- 


in Himself the blessing of Abraham. 


Ofwa wobet, rh» éxelvov wlariv n- 
Aovrw’ Theod. The change of prep. 
introduces a corresponding change in 
the aspect in which Abraham is re- 
garded: under é he is regarded as 
the Patriarch, the spiritual ancestor 
in whom,—under odv he is regarded 
as the illustriously faithful individual 
with whom all ol éx wer. share the 
blessing; see Windischm. in loc. 
Schott cites a similar use of werd, with 
gen., Psalm cv. 6, tydprouey perd 
Tay warépwr’ Eccles. ii. 16, drodavel- 
tard copds pera rod Adpovos” but in 
both cases a similarity of lot, rather 
than a strict community and fellow- 
ship in it, seems implied: as a general 
rule werd rivos implies rather coexist- 
ence, atv Tim, coherence; see Kriiger, 
Sprachl, § 68. 13. r, and comp. notes 
on Eph. vi. 23. 

10. Seo. yap «7.X.] Proof of the 
justice of the conclusion in ver. 9 with 
regard to ol ék mlcrews’ yap intro- 
ducing ¢ contrario a confirmatory no- 
tice of the acknowledged state of the 
other class, ol é& Epywv viuov’ not only 
are they not blessed with Abraham, 
but they are actually under a curse. 
St Paul's love of proving all his as- 
sertions has been often noticed; com- 
pare Davidson, Introd. Vol. It. p. 145. 
of &€ Epywv vdpov] ‘they who are of,” 
i. €. appertain to, rest upon, ‘the works 
of the law,’ ‘qui in lege justitiam 
querunt;’ Bull, Harm. Ap. 11. 7. 123 
the primary force of é«, owing to the 
nature of the expression, being here 
slightly less obvious than in ver. 8, 
and suggesting more the secondary and 
derivative idea of dependence on than 
of direct originahon from; see Winer 
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tn loc., and comp. 1 Cor, xii. 16, odk 
elut éx rod owparos. dd xard- 
pay] ‘under a curse,’ not ‘under the 
curse,’ but almost simply and gene- 
rally, ‘under curse’ = éwcxardparos, 
comp. vd’ duapriay, Rom. iii. g: the 
proof drawn from the O.T. becomes 
thus more cogent. ‘Yd, it may be 
remarked, has appy. here no quasi- 
physical sense (xatdpa being viewed 
in the light of a burden, Riick., 
Windischm.), but its common ethical 
sense of subjection to; see Winer, Gr. 
§ 49. k, p. 362. With 
regard to the argument, it is only 
necessary to observe that the whole 
obviously rests on the admission, which 
it was impossible not to make, that 
no one of of é€& Eoywr véouou can fulfil 
all the requisitions of the law; see 
esp. Bull, Harm. Apost. 11. 7. 11, and 
compare with it Usteri, Lehrb. 1. 4. B, 
p- 60. yéyparrra: ydp] 
Confirmation from Scripture of the 
preceding words. The quotation is 
from Deut. xxvii. 26, though not in 
the exact words either of the Heb. or 
LXX; comp. Surenhus. BiSdos Ka- 
Ta\x., p. 569, and Bagge in loc. The 
following Sr: is omitted by Zec., but 
only with KL; mss., and some Ff. 

Tov woijoa: abrd] ‘to do them,’ ‘ut 
faciat ea,’ Vulg., Clarom.; purpose 
contemplated and involved in the 
éupéver. This use of the infin. to de- 
note design, intention, is (with the 
exception of a few instances from the 
other writers in the N.T., Mark iv. 3, 
James v. 17) confined to St Paul and 
St Luke: see Fritz. Matth. Excurs. 11. 
p. 485; Winer, Gr. § 44. 4. b, p. 290. 
The construction is not, properly con- 


sidered, Hebraistic, but belongs to 
later Greek, and may be correctly ex- 
plained as an amplification of the use 
of the gen. which serves first to mark 
the result or product (e.g. Il. 11. 397, 
kiuara wavrolwy dvéuwy’ Scheuerl. 
Synt. § 11. 1, p. 79), then further, the 
purpose of the working object, and 
lastly (e.g. in LXX, where the Hebr. 
idiom would naturally cause this deve- 
lopment) becomes little more than 
explanatory and definitive; comp. 
Gen. iii. 6, dpatéy ort rod Karavofoat” 
Exod. ii, 18, éraxtvare rod mrapaye- 
vécOar. In this latter case the first 
verb commonly marks a more general 
action, the second, one more limiting 
and special; comp. Gen. xxxiv. 17, 
elcaxovew tudy rol weptreuécOa’ and 
see esp. Thiersch, de Pent. IM. 12, p. 
173 8q., where this usage is well 
investigated. The progress of this 
structure in classical Greek is briefly 
noticed by Bernhardy, Synt. Ix. 2, 
P. 357: 

Ir, Srv 88 «at.d.] ‘But (further) 
that in the law, &c.” continuation of 
the reasoning; 8 subjoining to the 
argumentum e contrario (that those of 
the law are under the curse, ver. 10) 
the supplementary argument derived 
from Scripture that no one under 
any circumstances is justified by the 
law. The oppositive force of 5¢ may 
thus be felt in the incidental reply 
which the verse affords to a deduction 
that might have been obviously made 
from ver. 10; ‘but—lest any one 
should imagine that if a man did so 
éupévey x.7.X. he would be blessed— 
let me add, dc.’ comp. De Wette 
in loc. dv véng] ‘under the 
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law; t.e. in the sphere and domain of 
the law; Acts xiii. 39, Rom. ii. 12, 
iii, r9. The instrumental meaning is 
grammatically tenable (object existing 
in the means, Jelf, Gr. § 622. 3, see 
notes on 1 Thess. iv. 18), and even 
contextually plausible, owing to the 
prominence of éy véu and its apparent 
Opposition to Xpiords, ver. 13 (see 
Meyer): as however, owing to the 
inversion of the syllogism, the oppo- 
sition between the clauses is much 
obscured, the simpler and more usual 
meaning is here to be preferred: comp. 
notes on 1 Thess. ii. 3. The more in- 
clusive éy is thus perhaps chosen 
designedly, as the Apostle’s object is 
appy- to show that the idea of justifi- 
cation falls wholly out of the domain 
of the law, and is incompatible with 
its very nature and character. 

wapa Te Gap] ‘in the sight of, i.e. 
in the judgment of God’ (Rom. ii. 
13, xii. 16, t Pet. ii, 20); the idea of 
locality suggested by the prep. being 
still retained in that of judgment at 
a tribunal; see notes on 2 Thess. i. 6. 
This usage is sufficiently common in 
classical writers; see Bernhardy, Synt. 
Vv. 27. b, p. 257, and exx. in Palm u. 
Rost, Lex. s.v. wapd, 1. 2, Vol. 11. 
p- 667. 

bre 5 Slaatos u.r.A.] ‘because, The 
just shall live by faith,’ Habak. ii. 4, 
again cited in Rom. i. 17, Heb. x. 
38,—this second Src being causal, 
the first simply declarative. It is 
extremely difficult to decide whether 
éx lor. is to be joined with 6 dix. 
(‘the ‘just by faith’) or with the 
verb, The former is perfectly correct 
in point of grammar, though doubted 
by Bp Middl. (see Winer, Gr. § 20. 2, 
p. 123), and is adopted by Hammond, 
Meyer, and other careful expositors. 


As however it seems certain (opp. to 
Baumg.-Crus.) that the original He- 
brew (see Hitzig in loc., Kl. Prophet. 
pp. 263, 264) does not bear this mean- 
ing,—as St Paul is quoting the words 
in the order in, which they stand in 
the LXX, not in that (6 é« wlor. dfx.) 
most favourable to such a transl.,— 
as the argument seems best sustained 
by the other construction (see Middl. 
in loc., and comp. ‘Bull, Exam. Cens. 
Animadv. III. §),—and lastly, as {joe- 
rat éx wior. thus stands in more exact 
opposition to fic. év adrois, it seems 
best with Copt., Arm. (appy.), Chrys. 
(appy.), and the bulk of the older 
expositors, to connect éx wicrews with 
fhoeras. 

12. 6 8 vopos «1.X.] ‘ But the law 
ts not of faith,’ scil. does not spring 
from it, has no connexion with it in 
point of principle or origin; propositi 
minor of the syllogism, 6 dix. é« wicr. 
hho. being the prop. major, & vép. ob8. 
Sixasotra the conclusion. The Auth.- 
Vers. by translating dé ‘and’ obscures 
the argument. 6 Toujoas 
aura] ‘he who hath done them,’ scil. 
Ta mpoordypara and Ta xpiuara, men- 
tioned in the former part of Lev. xviii. 
5, the verse here referred to. Hocjoas 
is emphatic (‘precepta legis non sunt 
de credendis sed de faciendis ;’ Aquin.), 
and is prefaced by the adversative 
dX’ as expressing a sentiment directly 
opposite to what has preceded. There 
is thus no ellipse of yéyparra: (Schott) 
or Aéye (Bagge); comp. Fritz. Rom. 
Vol. 11. p. 284. The insertion 
of dyOpwwros after atra (Rec.) has only 
the authority of D®EKL and mas., 
and is rightly rejected by most modern 
editors. év atrots] ‘in them,’ 
2. ¢., as Winer paraphrases, ‘ut in his 
legibus vites fons quasi insit.’ 


III. r2, 13. 
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13. Kprords yds ur.r.] ‘ Christ 
ransomed ua, &c.’ vivid and studiedly 
abrupt contrast to the declaration in- 
volved in the two preceding verses; 
the law condemned us, Christ ran- 
somed us: ‘non dissimile asyndeton 
Col. iii. 4, ubi item de Christo:’ 
Beng. Was] Jews; not 
Jews and heathens; ‘Judeos praci- 
pue pressit maledictio ;? Beng., comp. 
Chrys. For (1) the whole context 
implies that the law is the Mosaic 
law ; see Usteri tn loc.: (2) this law 
had, strictly speaking, no force over 
the Gentiles, but was in fact the 
pegéroxos . between the Jews and 
Gentiles (Eph. ii. 14, 15). For a fur- 
ther discussion of this, consult Meyer 
and Usteri én loc., and Brown, Galat. 
p. 129 sq. The doctrinal deductions 
made from this and similar passages, 
though perfectly just and true (comp. 
Neand. Plant. Vol. 1. p. 438, Bohn), 
cannot be urged against the more 
limited meaning which the context 
seems obviously to require. 
dtnyépacey] ‘ransomed,’ ‘redeemed.’ 
Christ ransomed the Jews from the 
curse of the law, by having taken it 
upon Himeelf for their sakes and in 
their stead. An accurate explanation 
of this, and the cognate idea dro\v- 
tpwots, will be found in Ust. Lehrb. 
Il, I. I, p. 107, and II. 1. 3, p. 202. 
The force of the preposition éx need 
not be very strongly pressed, e.g. 
‘emtione nos inde eruit ;? Beng. : see 
Polyb. Hist, 111. 42. 2, é€yybpace rap 
avray rd re povdtv\a whota x.T.X., 
where the prep. has no marked mean- 
ing. This tendency to use verbs 
compounded with prepp. without any 
obvious increase of meaning is one of 
the characteristics of later Greek: 
Thierech, de Pentat. vers. Alex, 11. 1, 


p. 83. yevopevos Uap 
hpev car.) ‘by having become a curse 
Jor us ;° dependent participle express- 
ing the manner of the action, which 
again is more distinctly elucidated in 
the quotation ; A¢dyes 52 xal rdv rpdbzrov' 
Theod. The abstract xcardpa (not, 
‘an accursed thing,’ Peile, — which 
dilutes the antithesis) is probably 
chosen, as Meyer suggests, instead of 
the concrete, to express with more 
force the completeness of the satisfac- 
tion which Christ made to the law. 
On the doctrinal import of the expres- 
sion (xardpa yxouge &’ due 6 rhy cute 
Avwy xardpay’ Greg. Naz.) see the 
quotations in Suicer, Thes. s.v. xard- 
pa, Vol. Ir. p. 57 8q., and for a few 
words of great force and eloquence on 
the ‘maledictum crucis,’ Andrewes, 
Serm, 111. Vol. u. p. 174 (A.-C, Libr.) 
trip Wpev] ‘for us,’ ‘salutis nostre 
reparands caus&:’ Schott. In this 
and similar passages the exact mean- 
ing of the prep. has been much con- 
tested. Is it (a) tn commodum ali- 
cujus, or (8) in loco alicujuef The 
following seems the most simple 
answer. ‘fwép in its ethical sense 
has principally and primarily (see 
note, ch. i. 4) the first meaning, espe- 
cially in doctrinal passages where the 
atoning death of Christ is alluded to, 
e.g. 2 Cor. v. 21, roy uh yrbvra dpap- 
tlay drép juwr dpaprlay éxrolnceyv. 
But as there are general passages in 
the N. T. where drép has eminently 
the second meaning, ¢.g. Philem. 13, 
Wa brép cob woe Staxovg (comp. Plato, 
Gorg. p. 515 0, tym bwép oof dwroxp- 
voUuat),—so are there doctrinal pas- 
sages (as here) where drép may admit 
the second meaning united with the 
first, when the context (¢.g. in 1 Cor. 
xv. 3 it would be inadmissible) and 
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nature of the argument seem to re- 
quire it, though probably never (Winer, 
Gr. § 47. 1, p. 342) the second ez- 
clusively: see Magee, Atonement, No. 
30, Vol. I. p. 245 sq., and Usteri, 
Lehrb. 111. 1, p. 118 8q., where the 
meaning of the preposition is briefly 
discussed. ore yéypatrrar] 
‘forasmuch as tt is written ;’ parenthe- 
tical confirmation of the assertion in- 
volved in the preceding participial 
clause, yevdu. x.7.X. The passage in 
Deut. (ch. xxi. 23) here adduced does 
not allude to crucifying, but to expo- 
sure after death on stakes or crosses 
(Josh. x. 26), yet is fully pertinent as 
specifying the ‘ignominious particu- 
larity to which the legal curse be- 
longed,’ and which our Redeemer by 
hanging dead on the cross formally 
fulfilled ; see esp. Pearson, Creed, Art. 
Iv. Vol. 1. p. 248 sq. (Burt.). It is 
interesting to notice that the dead 
body was not hanged by the neck, 
but by the hands, and not on a tree, 
but on a piece of wood, (‘non ex 
arbore sed ligno,’ Dassov.): see the 
treatise of Dassovius in Thesaur, 
Theolog.-Philol. Vol. 11. p. 614 ; Jahn, 
Archeol. § 258; and Babr, Stud, u. 
Krit. for 1849, p. 924 8q. The 
reading of Rec., yéypamrrat ydp, has 
the support of D°E*KLN; most mas. ; 
Syr. (both), Copt., al., but bears every 
appearance of a conformation to the 
more usual mode of citation, ver. 10. 
14. tva elg rd €Ovn] ‘Jn order that 
unto the Gentiles? divine purpose in- 
volved in the éénybpacer éx ris xard- 
pas x.t-A. The first purpose was the 
ransom of the Jews from the curse ; 
the second, which was involved in the 


first (8rt } awrnpla éx ruv "lovdalwy 
ésrly’ John iv. 22), was the extension 
of Abraham’s blessing to the Gentiles, 
but that, not t¥ough the law, but in 
Jesus Christ, Els with accus. is 
here neither simply identical with dat. 
(comp. Winer, Gr. § 31. 5, p. 191), 
nor in its more lax sense of ‘in refer- 
ence to’ (Peile; comp. Bernh. Synt. 
V. II, p. 219), but retains its proper 
local meaning, with ref. to the meta- 
phorical arrival of the evdAoyla’ see 
Winer, Gr. § 49. a, p. 353- 

qj ebddoyla trod "ABp.] ‘the blessing 
of Abraham,’ scil. the blessing an- 
nounced to and vouchsafed to Abra- 
ham (ver. 8), 4 edAoyla % é« wlorews’ 
Theoph. ; the gen. being the gen. ob- 
ject; comp. Rom. xv. 8, ras éray- 
yerlas rdav warépwy' and see Winer, 
Gr. § 30. 1, p. 167 8q.; Kriiger, 
Sprachl. § 47. 7. 1 8q. 

dy Xpvor@ *Ino.] ‘in Christ Jesus,” 
‘in Christo Jesu,’ Vulg., Clarom., 
Copt., Arm.; not ‘propter,’ th., 
or for &d, Grot. (comp. Chrys.), as 
this instrumental use of éy with per- 
sons, though found in a few passages 
(comp. Matth. ix. 34. é» r@ dpxorry, 
—he was the causa eficiens), is here 
certainly not necessary. It was ‘in 
Christ,’ in the knowledge of Him 
and in His death, that the Gentiles 
received the blessing. 

Wa tiv «7.X.] ‘in order that we 
might receive ;? second statement of 
purpose, not subordinated to, but co- 
ordinate with the preceding one. 
Meyer cites as instances of a similar 
parallelism with ta, Rom. vii. 13, 
2 Cor. ix. 3, Eph. vi. 19, 20. The 
Apostle advances with his subject, till 
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at last under AdSwyey he includes all; 
“nos, omnium gentium homines, sive 
Judzi, sive Barbari.’ 
thy érayyelay rot IIvedparos] ‘the 
promise of the Spirit:’ not merely 7d 
éwayyedber IIvedua (FMtz. Rom. vi. 4, 
Vol. I. p. 368), but ‘the realization of 
the promise of the Spirit,’ érayy. being 
taken in a partially concrete sense ; 
comp. Luke xxiv. 49, Heb. x. 36, and 
see Winer, Gr. § 34. 3, p. 211. 
Grammatically considered, rod IIvevdp. 
may be a gen. suljecti, sc. ‘ promis- 
sionem a Spiritu profectam,’ or a gen. 
oljecti, as above. Doctrinally con- 
sidered however, the latter is dis- 
tinctly to be preferred; the Spirit 
being usually represented by the 
Apostle as not so much the source, as 
the pledge of the fulfilment of the 
promise, see Usteri, Zekrd. 11. 1. 2, 
p- 174, note. After a wondrous 
chain of arguments, expressed with 
equal force, brevity, and profundity, 
the Apostle comes back to the subject 
of ver. 2; the gift of the Holy Ghost 
came through faith in Jesus Christ. 
15. @SeAdol «7.A.] Proof that 
the promise was not abrogated by the 
law: ovrw deltas ray wlorw mpecBu- 
tépay Tov vopou, Siddoxe wddrw ds 6 
vopos euroduw ob Sivara: yerdérOac rais 
Gcoi éxayyeAlas* Theod. 
xara dv@paroy] ‘after the manner of 
men,’ €t dvOpwrlvwy wapadserypdtur 
Chrys.; dvOpwrlvas wpdyyact Kéxpn- 
pas’ Theod.; see notes, ch. i, 11. 
With this expression the Apostle 
here introduces an argument which 
rests on mere human analogies, and 
which he uses as men might (‘tan- 
quam inter homines,’ Syr.) one to 
another; ‘affero exemplum ex homi- 
num vit&é depromptum ;’ Fritz. Rom. 


iii. 5, Vol. I. p. 160, where the various 
meanings of this formula will be 
found briefly noticed. 

Spws dvOpdirov x«.7.A.] ‘though tt be 
but @ man’s covenant, yet when con- 
Jirmed, &c.’ logically inexact but not 
idiomatically uncommon transposition 
of Suws, which, as the sense shows, 
really belongs to ovdels. Both Suws 
and other adverbs (e.g. del, ro\Adxis, 
ér:) are occasionally thus as it were 
attracted out of their logical order, 
when the meaning is otherwise dis- 
tinct; see Winer, Gr. $ 61. 4, p. 488, 
and Ellendt, Lex. Soph. s.v. Spws, 
who observes that this transposition 
is most frequently found with parti- 
ciples ; ‘3uws cum participio ita com- 
ponitur, ut inclusum protasi tamen 
ad apodosin pertineat ;’ Vol. 11. p. 318: 
comp. Plato, Phado, p. gt 0, poBeiras 
BH Yuxh Suws Kal Oecdrepor kal xdd- 
dtov Ov TOU owparos poawoNNUnrac 
and see Stallbaum inloc. Siabyjuny] 
‘a covenant.’ It may be true, doc- 
trinally considered, that it is not of 
much moment whether a6. be inter- 
preted ‘contractum, an testamentum’ 
(Calv.); considered however exegeti- 
cally, it is obvious that (a) the order 
of the words, and (}) the comparison 
between the 8a67xyn of man and the 
Scabjxn of God (ver. 17), tacitly insti- 
tuted by the emphatic position of 
dvOpdrou (sing. to make the antithesis 
more apparent), both require exclu- 
sively the former meaning; so AZth. 
(kidan), and appy. Theoph. d:adjxny 
kat cupguwvlay’ the other Vv. either 
adopt d:a6jxn (Syr., Copt.), or are 
ambiguous. A paper on the uses of 
this word in the N.T. will be found 
in the Classical Museum, Vol. Vu. p. 


299; see also Bagge in loc. 
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émSiardocerar] ‘adds new condi- 
tions,’ ‘superordinat,’ Vulg., Clarom., 
*“novas addit constitutiones,’ Bretsch. 
Lex. 8.v. or, in effect, as it is neatly 
paraphrased by Herm., ‘additamentis 
vitiat ;’ compare Joseph. Anttg. XVII. 
9g. 4, and esp. Bell. Jud. I. 2. 3, 
Aktiy ris éridiabhxns Thy dcabyjnnv 
elvac xuptwrépay. 

16. te 8’ ABpadp] ‘Now to Abra- 
ham :’ parenthetical argument designed 
to make the application of this par- 
ticular example to the. general case 
perfectly distinct, and to obviate every 
misapprehension. The Apostle seems 
to say; ‘this however is not a case 
merely of a dafjxn, but of an éray- 
vyerla,—yea, of éwayyeAlac’ nor was 
‘it made merely to a man Abraham 
(dvOp. 8:a8.), but to Christ.’ Accord- 
‘ing to the usual interpretation, 5¢ in- 
troduces the prop. minor of a eyllo- 
gism, which is interrupted by the 
parenthetical comment ot Adyer.. . 
Xpirrés, but resumed in ver. 17, 
“Satqui Abraamo et semini, &c.’ Herm. 
To this however the objection of 
‘Meyer seems very just, that in that 
case St Paul would have undoubtedly 
given a greater logical prominence to 
the divine nature of the promises to 
Abrabam by some such turn as Oeds 
5¢ r@ ’ABp. x.7.r. see also Alf. in 
loc. al érayyeAlar] ‘ the 
promises; plural, as being several 
times repeated (Est.), and couched in 
different forms of expression ; comp. 
Gen. xiii. 15, xv. 18, xvii. 8, xxvi. 4, 
xxviii. 14. They involved, as Bengel 
well observes, not only earthly but 
‘heavenly blessings, ‘terre Canaan et 
mundi, et divinorum bonorum om- 


nium.” The latter were more dis- 
tinctly future, the former paulo-post- 
future. On the exact spiritual nature 
of these promises, see Hengstenberg, 
Christol. Vol. 1. p. 38 (Clark). 

The so called Ionic form é5é0ycay has 
the support of the best uncial MSS. 
and is adopted by most of the recent 
editors ; see Lobeck. Phryn. p. 447- 
Kal rp ovréppart atrov) ‘and to his 
seed ;’ emphatic, as pointing to Christ, 
and forming as it were the fulcrum 
of the argument which follows. The 
passages of scripture referred to are 
here appy. Gen. xiii. 15, and xvii. 
8, but not Gen. xxii. 18: so Iren. v. 
32; Origen on Rom. iv. Vol. v. p. 276 
(ed. Lomm.), We may 
here pause to make a brief remark 
on the great freedom with which so 
many commentators have allowed 
themselves to characterize St Paul's 
argument as either artificial (‘Schul- 
kunst,’ Ewald) or Rabbinical (Mey. ; 
comp. Surenhus. Bi8\. KaraAX. p. 84); 
or, as Baur, Apost. Paul. p. 665, has 
even ventured to assert, ‘ plainly arbi- 
trary and incorrect.’ It may be true 
that similar arguments occur in Rab- 
binical writers (Schoettg. Hor. Hebr. 
Vol. 1. p. 736); it may be true that 
orépua (like yyn}) is a collective noun, 
and that when the plural is uséd, as in 
Dan. i. 13, ‘grains of seed’ are 


‘implied. All this may be so, — 


nevertheless we have here an inter- 
pretation which the Apostle, writing 
under the illumination of the Holy 
Ghost, has deliberately propounded, 
and which therefore (whatever diffi- 
culties may at first sight appear in it) 
is profoundly and indisputably true. 
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17. els Xpordy) ‘for Christ,’ 4.e., to be fulfilled in Christ: not ‘usque ad 
tempora Christi,’ or ‘in reference to Christ’ (Peile), but as in ver. 24. These 
words are omitted by ABCN; 17. 23°.67%.80; Vulg., Copt., Ath. (both); 
Cyr. (2), Dam.; Jerome, Aug. (often), Pel., Bed. (Zachm., Tisch., Mey.),— 
and it must be fairly owned have some appearance of being a gloss: still the 
authority for the insertion, viz. DEFGK; most mas.; Syr. (both), Clarom., 
Arm. [correct Griesb.]; Chrys., Theod., Theoph., (icum. (Rec., Scholz), is 
perhaps sufficiently strong to warrant an insertion in brackets. See Bagge in 


loc. (p. 95), who has argued with ability in favour of the Received Text. 


We hold therefore that there is as 
certainly a mystical meaning in the 
use of JU in Gen. xiii. 15, xvii. 8, as 
there is an argument for the resurrec- 
tion in Exod. iii, 6, though in neither 
case was the writer necessarily aware 
of it. As St in its simple meaning 
generally (except Gen. iv. 25, 1 Sam. 
i, r1) denotes not the mere progeny 
of a man, but his posterity viewed as 
one organically-connected whole; so 
here in its mystical meaning it denotes 
not merely ‘the spiritual posterity of 
Abraham, but Him in whom that 
posterity is all organically united, the 
wAtpwua, the xepadr}, even Christ. 
This St Paul endeavours faintly to 
convey to his Greek readers by the use 
of orépua and orépuara’ see Olsh. 
and Windischm, tn loc., both of whom 
may be consulted with profit. 

ov Adya] ‘He saith not,’ not > ypagh 
(Bos, Zilips. p. §4), asin Rom. xv. Io, 
—where this subst. is supplied from 
yéyparrat, ver. 9,—or 7d IIvedua 
(Riick.), which appears arbitrary, but 
the natural subject 6 Geés, as in Eph. 
iv. 8, v. 14, and (get) 1 Cor. vi. 16, 
Heb. viii. 5: see Winer, Gr. § 58. 9, 
p: 463. So appy. Syr., which here in- 


serts OLS [Illi] after Aye. bg Umi 


wodhGy] ‘as (speaking) of many.’ Ap- 
parently a solitary instance in the 


N.T. of this meaning of éxl with 
gen. after verbs ‘dicendi,’ dc. (2 Cor. 
vii. 14 [Rtick.] is not in point, as ért 
Tirov is there ‘coram Tito’) though 
not uncommon in classical Greek ; 
comp. Plato, Charm, p. 155 D, ért ro0 
Kadod Aéywy wacdés’ and 7b. Gorg. p. 
453 E, rddw 3 el éxt rdv adray rexvdv 
Adyouer. In this use of éxi a trace 
of the local meaning (super-position, 
Donalds. Gr. § 483) may be distinctly 
perceived, the gen. representing as it 
were the substratum on which the 
action rests; comp. John vi. 3; and 
see Bernhardy, Synt. v. 23, p. 2483 
Winer, Gr. § 47. g, p. 335; and fora 
comprehensive notice of this prep., 
Wittmann, de Naturd, &o. éxi 
(Schweinf. 1846). 8— ler 
Xprords] ‘ Christ (Jesus),’ not Christ 
and his Church, as Hammond tn loc. : 
this appears evident from the emphasis 
which St Paul lays on the use of the 
singular; omépya 3¢ avbrod card odpxa 
écrly 6 Xpiords’ Chrys. Some useful 
remarks on this passage will be found 
in the Theol. Critic, No. Iv. p. 494 
gq. 
17, rovro 8 Adya] ‘ This however 
I say,’ ‘hoc autem dico,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom. Instead of using the collective 
ofy, which might obscure the exact 
position which ver. 16 holds in the 
argument, St Paul uses the explana- 
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18 yo thy exayyediav. ef yap ex vouou 7 KAnpovopia, 


tory formula rotro 8 Adyw. The 8é 
thus serves both to resume the argu- 
ment (capyvelas xdpw dvadhauBdver 
toy Adyor’ CEcum.) after the short 
digression xar’ dy0p. A\éyw—roiro Se 
Aéyw, and also to mark the applica- 
tion of the particular case to the 
general principle. 

& perd rerpaxéova «.7.A.] ‘ which 
came (so long a time as) four hundred 
and thirty years afterwards;’ perd 
w\elorov xpdvov' Theodoret. The chro- 
nological difficulty involved in this 
passage when compared with:Gen. xv. 
13, Exod. xii. 40, and Acts vii. 6, 
can only be briefly noticed. Here the 
period from the promise to the exodus 
is stated to be 430 years; but in Exod. 
i. c. the same period, and in Gen. and 
Acts l.c. the round number 400, is 
assigned to the sojourn in Egypt 
alone. The ancient mode of explana- 
tion seems perfectly satisfactory,— 
viz. that the 430 years include the 
sojourn in Canaan (about 215 years) 
as well as that in Egypt; the whole 
period of abode é& v7 ovx léig, Gen. 


xv. 133 comp. August. Quest. in 


Heptat.u1. 47 (Vol. 11. p. 611, Migne); 
Usher, Chronol. Sacr. ch. 8. This is 


confirmed by the addition of the 
words xal évy yj Xavady (Exod. J. c.) 
in the LXX and Samar. Pent.: see 
Petav. Rat, Temp. 1. Book 2. 4, 
Vol. 11. p. 71; Hales, Chron. Vol. 11. 
p- 153 (ed. 1811). It may be observed 
that the records of the family of Levi 
appear to render so long a sojourn in 
Egypt as 430 years impossible. Am- 
ram, grandson of Levi, marries his 
father’s sister Jochebed (Exod. vi. 20; 
comp. Exod. ii. 1, Numb. xxvi. 59). 
* Now as it appears probable by a com- 
parison of dates that Levi was born 
when Jacob was about 87, Levi would 


have been 43 when he came into 


Egypt ; there he lives 94 years (Exod. 


vi. 16). Assuming then even that 
Jochebed was born in the last year 
of Levi’s life, she.must at least have 
been 256 years old when Moses was 
born, if the sojourn in Egypt be 430 
years: see Windischm. én loc. 

The transposition &rn rerpax. x.7.X. 
(Rec.) has against it the authority of 
all the uncial MSS. except KL, and 
is certainly to be rejected. 

elg tr xatrapyfioat x. 7.d.] ‘that it 
should render the promise of none 
effect,’ ‘ad evacuandam promissionem,’ 
Vulg., Clarom. (comp. Afth., Syr.- 
Philox.); els 7d with the infinitive 
here retaining its usual primary force 
of object or intention: 7rd xarapy. was 
the object aimed at by the invalida- 
tion. It may be remarked that as 
the prep. alone may point to conse- 
quence as well as tntention (see exx. in 
Rost u. Palm, Lex. s.v. éwl, v. 1), 
we must not abruptly deny what is 
termed the ecbatic force of els 76° 
still usage seems to show that in St 
Paul’s Epp. the final els 7d 80 much 
predominates (opp. to Jelf, Gr. § 625. 
3. a), that even in passages like 2 Cor. 
viii. 6, we must not conceive all idea 
of purpose wholly obliterated ; comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 44. 6, p. 294 8q., and 
see notes on I Thess. ii. 12. 

18. «bl ydp & vopov] Confirmatory 
expansion of the preceding words; ‘I 
say advisedly els rd xarapy. x.7.X. for 
if the inheritance be of the law, the 
promise must plainly be reduced to 
inoperativeness and invalidity;’ see 
Theoph. i loc. The prep. é« here 
preserves its primary meaning of ori- 
gin under the slight modification of 
result or consequence; see notes on ch. 
ii. 16. a wAnpovopula]) ‘ the 


ITT. 18, 19. 


61 


ouxért e& éerayyeNias’ re de "ABpaau de’ erayyedias 


g e e 
KexXaptoT at oO Oecs. 
The law was ( 

to 


answer" Nes 
conviction of sin; and was n 
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against the 


ot (negative answer) 
promises of God, to which it was a preparative institution. 


tnheritance ;’ here used by the Apostle 
in its higher meaning to denote that 
inheritance of the blessings of the 
Measiah’s kingdom, the inheritance of 
the heavenly Canaan, which was typi- 
fied by the lower and primary mean- 
ing, the inheritance of the earthly 
Canaan; comp. Acts vii. 5, Heb. xi. 
8, and see Brown, p. 147. 

otkérs & dwayyeAlas] ‘tt is no more 
of promise ; the latter supposition is 
excluded by the former; comp. Rom. 
vii. 20, xi. 6, and see Winer, Gr. § 65. 
10, p. §45. Ovxérs is thus used in ite 
simple logical sense without any tem- 
poral reference. 8° éwayye- 
Alas] ‘by means of promise,’ not ‘in 
the form of a promise’ (Peile, Riick.), 
nor as uniting with xeydp. as a mere 
equivalent to éryyyelAaro (Atth., 
both); but simply and plainly ‘per 
promissionem,’ Beza, ‘by virtue and 
by means of promise.’ The enjoyment 
of the inheritance depended on no 
conditions, came through no other 
medium, save that of promise. 
Kexdprorat] ‘hath freely given it,’ 
‘gratis dedit,’ Copt.; ‘notanda est 
emphasis in voce xey. que a xdpus 
deducitur, adeoque a Bez& (?) recte 
vertitur gratificatus est, confer Rom. 
iv. 13, 14, 1§? Bull, Harm. Ap. m1. 
8. 5 Kexydp. may be translated in- 


. transitively, ‘ Abrahamo grata fecit 


Deus’ (Schott, Olsh., Bretach.); but 
as the verb is nearly always used 
transitively in the N.T., and as logi- 
cal perspiouity requires that the subject 
of the first member of the conditional 
syllogiam (Beng.) should be supplied 
in the second, it appears most natural 
to supply tacitly «xAnpovoylay as the 


obvious object-accusative. With the 
present use of the perf., implying the 
duration of the xdpis, contrast Phil. 
ii. 9, éxaplearo a’rg@ byoua, where the 
action is represented as a simple his- 
torical fact. 

19. tl odv 5 vépos] ‘ What then is 
the law!’ t.e., ‘what is the meaning, 
the object of the law!’ Answer to 
the not unnatural objection that the 
Law must according to the Apostle’s 
reasoning be deemed a useless insti- 
tution (reprrds éré@n*° Theod.), by 
a statement of its real use, office, cha- 
racteristics, and relation to the cove- 
nant of grace: va ui Tis vouloy weperrdy 
Tov véuor, kat rolro diopboira 7d 
pepos, Secxwds Sre odK elxf, GAAA wdyv 
xpnoluws €566n° Chrys. Ti is not for 
3a ri (Schott, Brown), but is the 
idiomatic neuter expressive of the 
abstract nature, dc. of the subject; 
see Bernhardy, Synt. vil. 4, p. 336, 
and comp. Madvig, Synt. § 97, note. 
Meyer cites 1 Cor. ili. 5, ri of» dorw 
*Aro\\ws, but the MSS. evidence 
[CDEFGL opp. to ABN] seems there 
fairly in favour of ris. 

Trav wapaBdowy xdpw] ‘on account 
of, ‘because of, the transgressions,’ 


‘propter tranagressiones,’ Vulg., 
a 
[ars {ento \gso [propter 


transgressionem] Syr., Copt. (ethbe), 
and appy. Arm. (vasn); scil. to mani- 
fest, awaken a conviction of, and give 
as it were a distinctive existence to, 
the transgressions of it (which existed 
but were not properly recognized as 
such), whether previous or subsequent 
to its introduction ; comp. Rom. v, 13, 
Expt yap wiyou duapria yr dv xbomyr 
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the more generic duapria being there 
used, as sin is not contemplated (as 
here) specially in the light of a trans- 
gression of a fixed ordinance. Owing 
‘to the various shades of meaning that 
have been assigned to xdpu, the exact 
significance of these words is some- 
what debateable. Of the many inter- 
-pretations that have been proposed 
three deserve consideration, (a) ‘ad 
coercendas transgressiones ;’ as Chrys. 
(dyri xadwoi 6 yduos), Theoph., cum., 
‘Jerome, and most of the older exposi- 
tors: (8) ‘tranagressionum gratid,’ scil. 
.to call them forth, to multiply them, 
and as it were bring them to a head, 
Rom. v. 20, vii. 7; 80 appy. Clarom., 
-‘factorum (?) gratia;’ very distinctly 
AKth. (both), ‘ut multiplicarent pec- 
cata ;’ and some modern expositors, 
Meyer, Alf., al.: (y) ‘ transgressionum 
causd,’ t.e. ‘ut transgressiones palam 
‘faceret, eoque modo homines cogeret 
ad agnitionem sui reatus,’ Calv.; Rom. 
iil, 20; so appy. Vulg., Syr., Copt., 
‘Arm., Aug., Beza, Winer (appy.), and 
also in part Hofmann (Schriftb. Vol. 
Il, 2, p. 48) who objects both to (a) 
‘and the extreme view of (6). Of 
these interpretations we must, in spite 
of the authority of the Greek com- 
mentators, plainly reject (a) on lexi- 
‘cal grounds, as no satisfactory exx. 
‘Soph. Gd. Col. 443 [see Herm.] is 
not to the point, nor 1 John iii. 12, 
nor even Clem. Hom, x1. 16, rév wa- 
parrwpdruy xdow 4 Timwpla Exerac’) 
have as yet been adduced of such a 
practically reversed meaning of xdpvu. 
The second (8) is more plausible, but 
still open to the grave objection, that 
in a comparatively undogmatical pas- 
sage it ascribes a purpose directly to 
God (contrast Rom. vy. 20, véuos rap- 
egirOev Wa x.r.d.) which would have 
certainly needed a fuller explanation. 


* We may retain therefore with some 
confidence (7), which is both lexically 
defensible (see below), and yields a 
good and pertinent sense. The office 
of the law was to make transgressions 
palpable, to awaken a conviction of 
sin in the heart (rd mwetoa eldévac rd 
olketa duaprjuara: Chrys.), and make 
man feel his need of a Saviour. It 
was thus also necessarily temporary 
(4xpts ov x.7..); for when the Seed 
did come, higher influences began to 
work within. It only remains 
briefly to answer the lexical objection 
of Meyer, by stating that xdow (esp. 
in later writers) does not always mean 
in gratiam, but includes all shades 
of meaning from in gratiam to ‘causd 
and propter, just as those of f&exa 
range from causd to quod attinet ad; 
see Bernh. Synt. v. 16, p. 233; El- 
lendt, Lex. Soph. 8. v. xdpw; and 
comp. exx. in Ast, Lex. Plat. and 
Rost u. Palm, Lez. s. v. 

A discussion of this passage and the 
general scope of the law will be found 
in Petav. de Predest. x. 25. 1, Vol. 1. 
p. 461; compare also Bull, Exam. Cens. 
xIx. 6, and more recently Baur, A post. 
Paul, ull. §, p. 581 8q., but observe 
that all these writers adopt the nega- 
tive meaning of xdpu. 

apoceréOn] ‘was superadded,’ ‘ super- 
addita est,’ Herm.; it was however, 
as Meyer observes, no éwidiabyxn, but 
& totally fresh institution. The reason 
is given by Cicum., Wa delty rdv vépor 
Lh bvra xpwrdétruroy Sorep al érayye 
Alas eloly, The present reading 
is supported by ABCD*D*EKLN; 
most mss. ; Theod. (2), Dam., Theoph., 
CEcum., and is distinctly to be pre- 
ferred to éré@y (Rec ), which has both 
less external authority [D' FG; 5 mass, 
(Vulg., Clarom., appy.,—but in such 
cases Vv. can hardly be cited) Clem, 
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Orig., Euseb.], and also seems to have 
been a very natural substitution for a 
more difficult word. dxpis of 
OOy] ‘until the seed shall have come;’ 
‘terminus ad quem’ of the duration 
of the newly introduced institution 
(Mey.) involving the obvious query, 
tl wepatrépw xal mapa Katpdy abrdpy 
€\xeas; Chrys. This use of the sub- 
junct. after an aor. in temporal sen- 
tences can be fully defended, on the 
recognized principle that the past is 
contemplated by the writer as a 
present, from which as it were he is 
taking his survey of what would be 
then future, though now past; see 
exx. in Winer, Gr. § 41. 1, p. 257 8q.; 
comp. Schmalf. Synz. § 128. 2; Klotz, 
Devar, Vol. 11. p. 618. It must how- 
ever be applied with caution both in 
the N.T. and in later Greek, owing 
to the gradual disuse of the opt. and 
the tendency of the subj. to take its 
place. Meyer calls attention to the 
omission of dy as evincing the idea 
in St Paul’s miod of all absence of 
obstacles; see Herm. de Partic. &, 
II. g, p. 10; Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 
£68; Schmalf. Synt. § 121. 

@ dnjyyetrac] ‘to whom the promise 
has been made ;* wept Xpioroi Aéywr" 
Chrys. ; corap. ver. 16, ¢f5¢0ncay—r@ 
oméppart. It does not seem desirable 
to destroy the parallelism of these two 
clauses by translating érijyy. (sc. 6 
eds) actively. 
‘ordained ;’ not ‘promulgated,’ Ust., 
Winer ; but simply ‘ordinata,’ Vulg., 
Copt., ‘disposita,’ Clarom.; see Philo, 
‘Op. Mund, 1. 1, d:areraypévuw dwd 
Tay vouoderwy’ and comp. Hesiod, 
Op. 274, véuor dt¢rate Kpovlwy, where 
one Scholiast (Proclus) paraphrases it 
by the simple verb. The participial 
clause serves to add accessory details 
and distinctions to wpocer., and is not 


Starayels] ‘ 


prior to, but contemporaneous with 
the action described by the finite verb; 
comp. Col. ii. 15, and see notes én loc. 
On the union of the part. with the 
finite verb, see the brief but pertinent 
remarks of Bernhardy, Synt. x. 9, p. 
383, and the more elaborate notice of 
Schmalfeld, Synt. § 205 sq. It would 
certainly seem that, esp. in later 
Greek writers, the part. is often asso- 
ciated with the finite verb, where two 
verbs united with a copula would have 
seemed more natural and even more 
intelligible; see the exx. in Herm. 
Viger, No. 224. On the best mode of 
translating this sort of participles, 
see notes on Phil. ii. 30(Transl.). 8e 
dyy&ov] ‘through angels,’ ‘per ange- 
los,’ Vulg., Clarom., also 
a v y 

[in manu angelorum] Syr., scil. dyyé- 
Awy broupyowwrwy' Theod.: third cha- 
racteristic of the law (see next note) 
serving to show the distinction, in 
point of manner and circumstance, 
between its enactment and the giving 
of the Promise; ‘per angelos, in manu 
mediatoris, dupliciter mediate ;’ Beng.; 
comp. Baur, Paulus, p. 582. There 
is thus no reason whatever for modify- 
ing this meaning of dd: it points 
simply and plainly to the media and 
intervenient actors, by whose ministry 
the law was enacted; see Joseph. 
Antig. XV. 5. 3, tov rd kddXora 
ray Soyudrwy kal ta dowrara rup é& 
rots vopos 3e’ dyyéAwy wapda rod 
Ge0h pabbyrwrv’ Deut. xxxiii. 3, LXX; 
and see Winer, Gr. § 47. i, p. 339) 
note. dv xaipt peclrov] ‘in 
the hand of a mediator,’ ‘in manu 
mediatoris,’ Syr., Vulg., Clarom., 
Copt., Arm.: fourth and most import- 
ant distinction (see below) between 
the law and the Promise, and: to 
which the argument of ver. 20 spe- 
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cially refers. The & is not instru- 
mental ‘dy the hand,’ Mey. (on the 
ground that Moses received the law 
from God, and gave it to the people; 
comp. Baur, Apost. Paul. p. 583), 
but, as the use of the singular, and 
the Aramaic idiom both suggest, com- 
bines with xecpl as="I'3, scil. ‘ minis- 
terio (mediatoris);’ rj rovrov Oécet 
Mwueéws Staxovotvros: Theodoret ; see 
2 Chron. xxxiii. 8, Josh. xiv. 2, 
Wisdom xi. 1. That Moses is the 
mediator here referred to (Deut. v. 5) 
seems now 80 generally admitted, that 
we may reasonably wonder how the 
early expositors (Basil and Theodoret 
are exceptions) could have so gene- 
rally coincided in the perplexing view 
of Origen (Vol. v. p. 273, ed. Lomm.) 
that the peolrns here mentioned was 
Christ. Great difference 
of opinion however exists as to St 
Paul’s object in recounting these de- 
tails. If it was to prove the lowliness 
of the law, such a recital would in 
several parts rather seem to convey 
the contrary. If it was to show the 
glorious nature (Mey.), such an object 
would appear seriously at variance 
with the context. The more natural 
view is, that it was to mark the fun- 
damental differences between the law 
and the Gospel, and thence, as a natu- 
ral result of the contrast, the trans- 
itory and provisional nature of the 
former. The law was an institution, 
(1) ray wapaBdoewy xdpw, restricted 
and conditioned; (3) dxpts of x.7.X., 
temporary and provisional; (3) dara- 
vyels dc’ dyy&wr mediately, not im- 
mediately, given by God; (4) é» xecpt 
pec., mediately, but not immediately, 
received from God: see Olsh. and 
-‘Windischm. in loc. 

.° 20. 6 8&8 peolrns] ‘Now every me- 
diator,’ or, according to our English 
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de Qeds eis eoriv. 6 ou 
idiom, ‘a mediator; the 8é being 
transitional (ueraBarixéy, see notes on 
ch. iii. 8), and the article referring, 
not to the mediator previously men- 
tioned, ‘this mediator’ (Brown), but 
to the generic idea of a mediator: 
‘articulus definit indefinita, idque 
duobus modis, aut designando certo 
de multis, aut que multa sunt cunctis 
in unum colligendis 7 Herm. Iph. Aul. 
p- xv. (Pref.); see Winer, Gr. § 18. 1, 
P- 97. évog ote tony] 
‘appertains not unto one,’ ‘does not 
belong to any single one,—any one 
who stands isolated and by himself, 
but implies two parties ;’ so Copt. and 
Arm., both of which throw that slight 
emphasis on the évds which the Greek 
seems both to require and suggest: 
contrast Hofmann, Schriftb. Vol. 1. 
2, p. 48, who, appy. without any just 
ground, asserts the contrary. This 
idea of singleness and isolation is 
really our only clue. With regard 
to this and the remaining words it is 
necessary to premise that all idea of 
the verse being a gloss (Michaelis; 
Liicke, Stud. wu. Krit. for 1828, p. 83 
aq.) must be summarily dismissed, as 
there is no variation found in the 
MSS. or mas. either in the words or 
their order. 5 88 Geds cls dorriv] 
‘but Gop is one,’ ‘Gop (not without 
slight emphasis, comp. ver. 21), the 
direct and personal giver of the Pro- 
mise, does stand single and isolated, — 
dealt singly with Abraham (rg 8 
"ABp. & éwarvyyeNlas xexdperra: d Geds, 
ver, 18),—and by consequence is (in 
the promise) medtatorless:’ prop. minor 
of a syllogism, of which the conclu- 
sion, being obvious, is omitted; see 
below. Out of the mass of interpre- 
tations of this terse sentence (said 
positively to exceed those of 
Schleiermacher, Winer, and Meyer 
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best deserve attention. A brief no- 
tice of these will serve to illustrate 
the precise nature of the difficulties. 
In the first part of the verse all are 
agreed ; ‘now every mediator involves 
the idea of more than one:’ in the 
concluding clause they thus differ: 
(1) Schleierm., adopted by Usteri, 
Lehrb. 01. 1.2, p. 179; ‘but God is 
one’—in reference to His promises, 
free, unfettered by conditions. (2) 
Winer ; ‘but God is one’—one part 
only (comp. Atth.-Pol., ‘unus est 
duorum’); the people of Israel must 
be the other part: hence they are 
bound to the law. (3) Meyer; ‘but 
God (on the contrary) is one,’ and 
one only (ein Einziger); there is then 
a fundamental difference in the num- 
ber of parties concerned in the law and 
the promise. Schl. and Win. thus con- 
nect ver. 20 with ver. 19 as an epexe- 
gesis; Mey. joins it with ver. 21, 
making it St Paul’s own statement 
of a difficulty that might arise in a 
reader's mind. Meyer’s interpreta- 
tion has this advantage over Schleier- 
macher’s, that it preserves the nume- 
rical idea which plainly belongs to 
els) and this over Winer’s, that 6 
Geds, which is clearly the subject, is 
not practically turned into the pre- 
dicate. In the undue stress how- 
ever which it places on the idea of 
unity as opposed to that of plurality, 
and more esp. in the assumption that 
6 5¢ Geds x.7.r. igs in fact a mono- 
theistic ‘locus communis’ (comp. 
Jowett), it cannot be pronounced 
wholly satisfactory. Perhaps the 
following simple explanation is less 
open to objections. The context 
states briefly the four distinctive 
features of the law (see above) with 
tacit reference to the érayyeNla. 
Three of these are passed over; the 


last, as the most important, is noticed ; 
‘the law was with, the promise was 
without a mediator.’ Verse 20 thus 
appears a syllogism of which the con- 
clusion is omitted : ‘Now a mediator 
does not appertain to one, standing 
or acting alone; but, in the promise, 
God 18 one, does stand and act alone: 
THEREFORE, in the promise, A MEDI- 
ATOR DOES NOT APPERTAIN TO GoD, 
Is then the law, a dispensation which, 
besides other distinctions, involved a 
mediator, opposed to the promises 
which rested ON GOD, and involved no 
mediator? God forbid.’ According 
to this view the only real difficulty is 
narrowed to the propositio minor. 
How was God one? And the answer 
seems,—not because He is essentially 
unity (comp. De W.); nor because 
He is one by Himself, and Abraham 
is one by himself (Baur, Paul. p. 
583); nor yet because He is both the 
giver, the Father, and the receiver, 
the Son, united (ed. 1, Windischm. ; 
an interpr. too devoid of simplicity 
and too expressly theological); but, 
with the aspect that the last clause of 
verse 18 puts on the whole reasoning, 
—because He dealt with Abraham 
singly and directly, stood alone, and 
used no mediator. The almost 
obvious objection to this explanation 
is, that it implies and involves a 
limitation (‘in the promise’) in a 
clause which seems a mere ‘locus 
communis ;’ but the answer does not 
seem unreasonable, that even assum- 
ing that the minor was really sug- 
gested to the Apostle as being a 
general axiomatic statement, his pre- 
vious declaration of God’s having 
dealt with Abraham with no other 
medium than His own gracious 
promise (5:’ érayyeAlas) showed what 
he really regarded as the present 
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verification of it. The reader who 
desires to examine some of the other 
interpretations may consult, for the 
earlier, Bonitz, Plur. de Gal. iii. 20 
Sentent. Examinate, Lips. 1800; for 
the later, Winer’s Excursus, and 
Meyer in loc. 

21. 6 odw vépos «.7..] ‘Js the 
law then against the promises of God?’ 
the odv with its full collective force 
(Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 717) ga 
thering up the previous reasoning, 
and immediately applying its obvious 
though omitted result; ‘does then 
a confessedly distinctive, ceremonial, 
and mediatorial system stand in oppo- 
sition to the promises which God 
gave to Abraham without a mediator 
and without any distinctive ceremo- 
nies 9’ Tot @eod is not 
without emphasis; ‘the promises 
which rest immediately on God, and 
were attested by no mediator.” The 
plural al érayyeX. is used, as in ver. 
16, in ref. to different repetitions of 
the promise, and to hint at the various 
ways of fulfilment which it contem- 
plated. Lachm. places ro6 
cof in brackets, in consequence of 
its omission in B, Clarom., Sangerm., 
but on authority almost obviously 
insufficient. el ydp &860n] 
‘for if there had been given,’ proof 
of the justice of the foregoing declara- 
tion un yévoro' mpbrov pev dmrayo- 
pete. elrwy, pn yévotro’ Emetra Kal 
karaoxevdgec’ Chrys. On the use of 
ph yévorro see notes on ch. ii. 17. 
vopos & Suvdpevos] ‘a law (as the 
principle) which could have, &c.’ This 
is one out of many instances, both 
in the N.T. and elsewhere, in which, 
to give prominence to the defining 
clause, the anarthrous noun is followed 
and defined by the article attached to 
& participle, e.g. Rom. ii. 14, vy ra 


uh vbuoy éxorra* see further exx. in 
Winer, Gr. § 20. 4, p. 126; Ellendt, 
Lex, Soph. s.v. 6, Vol. 1. p. 241. 
Yworroiyjoar] ‘to give life (and blessed- 
ness);’ ‘vivificare, sive vitam dare, 
idem est quod dare xAnpovoplay, here- 
ditatem vite cxlestis atque seterne ;’ 
Bull, Exam. Cens. x1x. 6: see 2 Cor. 
iii. 6, and comp. Ust. Lehrb. 1. 4. § 
B, p. 61. So also in ver. 12, Sioerae 
(= fwhy aldvoy Ee, Olah. on Rom. i. 
17) similarly involves the ideas of life 
and blessedness. Svrag 
KT.A.] ‘verily, &c.’ ‘apprime no- 
tanda est emphasis egregia in adverbio 
Syrws, vere;’ Bull, Exam. Cens. xx. 
6. It has been asked whether St 
Paul is here reasoning (a) from the 
effect (Swor.) to the cause (d:xatoc.) ; 
or (b) conversely from the cause ({wor., 
assumed to mean a new moral life) 
to the effect (S:xatoc.); compare Ne- 
ander, Plant. Vol. I. p. 418 (Bohn). 
Certainly the former: d8xaoc. is 
really, as Ust. properly observes, the 
middle member between yéuos and 
fwh, without which the law could not 
have given life. St Paul however 
thus states his argument: ‘lex vitam 
dare non potest, proinde neque veram 
justificationem :’ Bull, Ex. Cens. 1. c. 
dx vépov] ‘would have resulted from 
the law,’ ‘would have come from the 
law as its origin;’ not ‘would have 
been suspended on law’ (Peile),—a 
meaning which usually arises from the 
associated verb, Seiv, dpracOa, cc. 
and does not appear to be very com- 
mon out of Herodotus; comp. Bern- 
hardy, Synt. v. 13, p. 227. The order 
in Rec., dv éx véuou Fv [with D*D®°E 
KL; most mss.; Chrys., Theod., al.], 
has not sufficient authority, though it 
must be admitted that owing to the 
variations in the leading MSS. (B & 
yiny, D om. dy, FG om. dy fp, 
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N dvrus éx yduou 7 dy) the text is not 
wholly free from suspicion. 

a2. dAAd] ‘But on the contrary :’ 
not 3¢, as there is a marked adversa- 
tive relation between the clauses, and 
as a statement in reference to the law 
is about to be made, exactly contrary 
to the result of the foregoing assump- 
tion; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 2, 
3. In Latin this distinction can 
usually be maintained by the more 
distinctly adversative sed (Vulg., Cla- 
rom.), not the more simply oppositive 
autem, in which latter particle, ‘dis- 
crimen proprie indicatur, non diver- 
sitas ;’ Hand, Tursell. Vol. 1. p. 555, 
comp. Klotz, Vol. 1. p. 361. 
cuvécracey | ypady] ‘the Scripture 
shut up; not equiv. to 6 wyos 
(Jowett, al.), but with a kind of per- 
sonification, 7) @ela ypagh (Theod.), 
the Scripture of the Old Test. as the 
representative of Him by whom it was 
inspired ; comp. ver. 8. With regard 
to the meaning of ovyxAelew (‘con- 
c'udi sub peccato is dicitur qui pec- 
cati reatu adhuc obstrictus tenetur;’ 
Bull, Ee. Cens. xrx. 6), it may he 
observed (1) that the declaratory sense 
(‘conclusos declaravit,’ Bull, comp. 
Baur, Paulus, p. 581) does not lie 
in the verb (see Rom. xi. 32, where 
the act is ascribed to God) but in the 
contet; and (2) that the prep. ovv 
does not imply the similarity of situa- 
tion of all (Beng.), but simply the 
idea of contraction (Mey.; ‘ab omni 
parte clausit,’ Schott 2); comp. cup- 
weéfew, cuumvlyev’ see Fritz. Rom. 
xi. 32, Vol. 1. p. 545, and exx. in 
Rost u. Palm, Lex. s.v. Vol. mW. p. 
1398, where instances are cited of 
ovyk\. being used in reference to a 
single person. On this text and on 
the general relation of the law to sin, 


see the weighty sermon of Usher, Serm. 
v. Vol. x11. p. 60 sq. (ed. Elringt.). 

Ta wdvra] ‘all.’ The neuter cannot 
sa‘ely be pressed (‘non modo omnes sed 
etiam omnia,’ Beng.) as if it were 
specially chosen to include not only 
men, but all their actions, éc, ‘ hu- 
mana omnia,’ Jowett (comp. Alf, 
Windisch.); this being neither re- 
quired by the context (comp. ver. 23), 
nor justified by St Paul’s usus lo- 
quendi: see Rom. xi. 32, where in 
& passage exactly similar the maso, 
is used, and comp. Theodoret tn loc., 
who divides the ra wxdyra into rods 
xpd véuov and rods é& voyw. The 
exact difference between rods wdyras 
and ra wdyra is perhaps here no 
greater than between ‘all men’ and 
‘all mankind’ (see Ust.): the neuter is 
idiomatically and instinctively chosen, 
as best suiting the generality of the 
declaration : comp. Winer, Gr. § 27. 
5, p- 160; Seidler on Eur. Troad. 426. 
Wa | drayy.] ‘in order that the pro- 
mise;’ object and intent, not the 
mere recognized consequence (‘quo ap- 
pareat dari,’ Winer), of the ovyxAeors, 
on the part of 4 ypagdh and God its 
author. The abstract érayyeNla is 
here, as the context suggests, practi- 
cally equivalent to the concrete ‘res 
promissa’ (Schott), scil. xAnpovoula’ 
see ver. 18, Heb. x. 36, xi. 39, and 
comp. Test. x11. Patr. p. 725, 6 Oeds 
elodte: duds els rh» éwayyeNlay (cited 
by Bretsch. Lex. s. v.), where this con- 
crete notion is taken in its widest ex- 
tent, as=% yf} ris éwayyedlas’ so 
KAnpovopla, 2 Maco. ii. 4. dx 
aloreng "I, X.] ‘by faith in Jesus 
Christ,’ ‘resulting from faith as its 
source and origin’ (notes, ch. ii. 16); 
éx xlor. being in close union,—not 
with 3007 (Riick., Conyb.), but with 
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érayyeAla (comp. Winer, Gr. § 20. 2, 
p. 123; notes on Eph. i. 15), and form- 
ing a retrospective antithesis to éx 
popou, ver. 21. The genitive Inc. Xp. 
is perhaps here to be taken in its most 
comprehensive sense; not only ‘faith 
ou Christ’ (gen. objecti), but ‘faith as 
given by Him’ (gen. subjecti); comp. 
notes on ch. ii. 16. In the N.T. 
especially the connexion of the nom. 
and gen. must often be explained 
solely frum exegetical considerations ; 
see Winer, Gr. § 30. 1, p. 168. 

Totg muorrevovow] ‘to them that be- 
lieve ;” not ‘qui erant credituri’ (Grot., 
Peile), but ‘eis qui credunt,’ Clarom., 
al., ‘ credentibus,’ Vulg. ; the apparent 
tautology not being intended merely 
as.emphatic (Winer), but as suitably 
echoing the éx xicrews above. The 
Galatians were ready to admit that 
those who believed would he saved, 
but they doubted whether faith alone 
was sufficient ; hence the Apostle in- 
terposes the limitation in ref. to the 
thing promised (4 érayy. éx xlor.), 
and virtually repeata it in ref. to the 
recipients. The promise was of faith, 
not of the law; the receivers were not 
doers of the law, but believers ; comp. 
Meyer in loc. 

23. wpo rou St «.7.0.] ‘But before 
Faith (above mentioned) came;’ fur- 
ther account of the relation in which 
the law stood to faith, 52 not being 
here distinctly oppositive, but with 
some tinge of its primary enumerative 
force (see Donalds. Crat. § 155), add- 
ing a further explanation, though in 
that explanation serving to introduce 
a contrast; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. 
p. 362. With regard to the position 
of the particle, it may be remarked 
that there is nothing unusual (opp. to 
Biick.) in 5é thus occupying the third 


place after a prep. and its case ; see 
exx. in Hartung, Partsk. 36 1. 6, 
Vol. I. p. 190. The common-sense 
principle is that 5¢ does not neces- 
sarily occupy the second place, but the 
first possible place which the internal 
connexion of the sentence will ad- 
mit of; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. 
p- 378. td vépov idpov- 
pot pela, K.7.A.] ‘we were kept in ward 
shut up under the law ;’ ovyxexd. being 
joined, not with els wlarw (see follow- 
ing note), but, in a construction simi- 
lar to that of the preceding verse, 
with vwrd yvduov (Arm., al.): the law 
in fact is here (as duaprla in ver. 22) 
represented as a kind of gaoler into 
whose custody we were delivered ; see 
Késter, Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 316. 
The meaning of ¢povpetc@a is thus 
not merely ‘asservari’ (Winer, Schott), 
much less ‘ obstringi ad obedientiam ’ 
(Bretsch.); but, as the definite ex- 
pression ovyxexA. distinctly requires, 
‘custodiri’ (Vulg., Clarom., Copt., 
ZEth.), Wdorep & Texly trol Kraré- 
xecOar° Chrys.; comp. Wisdom xvii. 
15, éppoupetro els rv dolinpor elpxray 
karax\eOels. The perf. part., it may 
be observed, correctly expresses the 
permanent, completed, state of the 
captivity, and is thus not only on 
critical but exegetical grounds to be 
preferred to the pres. ovyx\edbpevoe 
[Lachm. with ABD! FGN; 2 mas.; 
Clem. (1), Cyr. (3), Dam.], which, 
though well supported, seems only a 
conformation to the imperf. é¢poupod- 
peOa: so rightly De W., Mey., and the 
majority of recent critics. els 
viv pAddovoav «.7.r.] ‘for the faith 
about to be revealed ;’ object contem- 
plated in the action of dpovpnors, els 
not being temporal, ‘usque ad’ (Riick., 
Ust., comp. Copt., 4tth.),—a meaning 
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comparatively rare in the N.T. (comp. 
John xiii. 1), and here certainly su- 
perfluous after the predication of time 
in xpd rod é\Gety,—but in its usual 
ethical meaning of ‘destination for’ 
(‘in eam fidem,’ Vulg., Clarom.); 
comp. Winer, Gr. § 49. 8, Pp. 353. 
The clause is thus naturally con- 
nected with the finite verb, not with 
ovykX. (‘conclusi, adeoque adacti ad,’ 
Beng.),—a construction certainly ad- 
missible (see exx. in Schweigh. Lez. 
Polyb. s.v. ovyxd., or Raphel, Annot. 
Vol. II. p. 440 8q.), but open to the 
serious exegetical objection that faith 
is not yet represented as existing; see 
Meyer in loc. 

pOdAgoveay alor. dirox.] The unusual 
order seems intended to give promi- 
nence to uédAd\ovcay, and to present 
more forcibly the contrast between 
former captivity and subsequent free- 
dom: compare Rom. viii. 18, pds rh» 
Léd\Aovaay Sbéav droxaduPOjvar, where 
the future glories are set in strong 
contrast to present calamities; see 
Fritz, in loc. Vol. 11. p. 148. 

24. Sore] ‘Sothen,’ ‘itaque,’ Vulg., 
Clarom.; consequence from the pre- 
ceding statement ; see notes, ch. ii. 13. 
ravaywyés] ‘pedagogue ;’ ‘pedagogus 
proprie notat eum qui puerum manu 
prehensum ad magistrum ducit;’ 
Schoettg. (Hor. Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 741); 
who remarks however that the word 
was adopted by Rabbinical writers, 
but with some additional notions of 
care and guardianship: even among 
the Greek and Latin writers the idea 
of guardianship and also of strictness 
and severity is distinctly prominent; 
see esp. the exx. m Elsner, Obs. Vol. 


11. p. 186. The mere idea of leading 
to Christ (‘vise dux’ [shaw-méit]}, Copt., 
‘ductor,’ Acth.) must not then be 
retained to the exclusion of those of 
actual teaching (Arm., Auth.), tute- 
lage, and disciplinary restraint. This 
pedagogic function of the law was 
displayed positively in warnings and 
threatenings; negatively (the prevail- 
ing idea in this place) in awakening 
the conscience, and bringing a con- 
viction of sin: comp. Usteri, Lehré. 1. 
5, p. 66. The patristic comments will 
be found in Suicer, Thesaur. 8. v. vdyos, 
Vol. 11. p. 921; see also Petav. de 
Predest. x. 26. 1 sq, Vol. I. p. 464. 
alg Xprorév] ‘for Christ; not tem- 
poral (dxpis od EXOy Xp. see ver. 23), 
still less local, ‘to Christ’ as a ddd- 
oxados (xpos Trav Xp. drffye, Theoph., 
comp. Chrys.), as Christ would thus be 
represented under two offices, Teacher 
and (Wa é« wlor. dix.) Atoner, in the 
same verse. If any trace of a local 
meaning be retained in translation 
(e.g. ‘to bring us unto,’ Auth.-Ver.), 
it must be understood of an ethical 
arrival (comp. 2 Cor. x. 14), as els 
with persons is not simply equivalent 
to wmpés, but involves the idea of 
mingling with and association; comp. 
Rom. v. 12, and see Winer, Gr. § 49. 
&, Pp. 353. twa éx alot. 
Sraa’.] ‘to the intent that we might 
be justified by faith;’ more distinct 
and specific explanation of the pre- 
ceding els Xpiordv, the emphatic éx 
wlorews serving to suggest and enhance 
the contrast with the non-justifying 
and merely pedagogic yéucos. On the 
proper force of the dixatody éx, see 
notes on ch. ii. 16. 
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25. @dotons 84] ‘ But now that 
(this) faith is come,’ contrast between 
the present freedom and the past 
pedagogy ; €\Gotons, pyol, rijs wlorews 
Tis Té\ecov dvydpa worovons, ovx dy Ert 
elnuev bd wradaywyby' Theoph. The 
connexion is so close throughuut this 
latter portion of the chapter, that it is 
difficult to subdivide it into paragraphs. 
Meyer, Conyb., al. place a paragraph 
after ver. 22: it seems however more 
natural to place it here, as ver. 23, 24, 
carry out the idea expressed in ovvé- 
KNewwev, ver. 22. vd 
mavayoysy] ‘under a pedagogue.’ 
The article is not here latent after the 
prep. (comp. Winer, Gr. § 19. 2. b, 
p. 114), but appears studiously omitted 
(so rightly Copt.); the words being in 
fact equivalent to ‘under tutelage,’ 
‘unter Pidagogengewalt,’ Meyer. 

26. «wdvres yap] ‘ For ye all ;? con- 
firmation ¢ contrario of the truth of 
the foregoing words; they were now 
not waides, but vlot (‘siliz, emancipati ; 
remoto custode ;’ Beng.), and that too 
not sons of Abraham merely (comp. 
ver. 7), but sons of God; mpérepor 
Geter Sre [4 wloris] vlods éxole roi 
"ABp....vov 5é dwogalve Sri al rod Geoi* 
Chrys. The vlot Geod, as Theod.-Mops. 
well observes, includes the idea of 
rexeérns, which the preceding meta- 
phor might serve to suggest. 

Sid. ris wlor. tv Xp. *Ino.] ‘ through 
the faith in Jesus Christ; so rightly 
Syr., Arm. (ed. Zohr.), Syr.-Philox., 
and Chrys. (ed. Field). Several com- 
mentators (Ust., al.; see Hofm. 
Schriftb. Vol. 11. 2, p. 152) join é& Xp, 
"Ino. with vlol 0. éord, on the ground 


that the words would be a superfluous 
addition to wlaris, and that ver. 27 
contains the amplification of the ex- 
pression. But, independently of the 
awkwardness of adding a second 
modal clause to viol éore, the recur- 
rence of the formula wloris év rg Kup. 
(Xp.) "Ino. (Eph. i. 15, Col. i. 4), its 
grammatical accuracy (Winer, Gr. § 
20. 2, p. 123, notes on Eph. i. 15), 
and the natural coherence of the words, 
all seem distinctly to suggest the sim- 
pler and less dislocated construction. 
If the article had been inserted, we 
should then have two ideas conveyed, 
the latter of which would be explana- 
tory of the former,—‘ per fidem, eam- 
que in Chr. Jes. collocatam ;’ see Fritz. 
Rom. iii. 25, Vol. I. p. 195. 

27. Scov ydp] ‘For as many as,’ 
proof and confirmatory explanation of 
the preceding assertion. The force of 
the particle is best explained by the 
Greek commentators, who refer it to 
viol Geod, and base the argument on 
the fact that Christ was the Son of 
God: évedicacbe Trav Xp, rev dAnOas 
viv rod OQeod, éxelvor 3é¢ evdedupévor 
elxérws viol Qeod xpnuarifere’ Theo- 
doret; see also Chrys. in loc. 
alg Xprorév] ‘into Christ ;’ not ‘ 
Christo,’ Vulg., Clarom., but ‘in Chris- 
tum,’ Beza (compare Copt. pichr) ; 
scil. ‘ut Christo addicti essetis,’ Schott, 
of more strictly, into communion with 
Him, and incorporation in His mysti- 
cal body. The meaning of els with 
Barri{w appears twofold; (a) ‘unto,’ 
object, purpose, Matth. iii. 11, Acts 
ii. 38; see Winer, Gr. § 49. &, p. 354; 
Bernhardy, Synt. v. 11. b. 3, p. 220: 
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(8) ‘tnto,’ union and communion with ; 
the context always showing whether 
it be of the most complete and most 
mystical nature, as here and Rom. vi. 
3 (comp. 1 Cor. xii. 13), or, as in 1 Cor. 
x. 2, necessarily less comprehensive 
and significant. We may in conclu- 
sion observe that the expression Barr. 
els rd Syoua (Matth. xxviii. 19, Aote 
viii. 16, xix. 5, al.) is not identical in 
meaning with Bawr. év rg dydu. (Tho- 
luck, Bettrdge, No. 8, p. 49 8q.), but 
ever implies a spiritual and mystical 
union with Him in whose name the 
sacrament was administered; see esp. 
Stier, Reden Jesu, Vol. vi. p. 899. 

The meaning of Barrifew rwa els Twa 
(els rt) and Bar. els 7d Bvoud rivos is 
discussed at length by Fritz. (Rom. vi. 
3, Vol. I. p. 359 8q.) in opp. to Bind- 
seil, Stud. u. Krit. 1832, p. 410 8qq.; 
but by no means satisfactorily, as 
he regards els as only implying ethical 
direction (‘aliquem aque ita immergere 
ut ejus cogitationes in aliquem diri- 
gas’), instead of that mystical incor- 
poration which the passage seems 
certainly to convey. The patristic 
comments on this expression will be 
found in Suicer, Thes. Vol. 1. p. 624 
sq., but are not sufficiently exact. 

Xprordy lveBiorac Ge] ‘ye put on Christ,’ 
scil. at your baptism; dco ydp els 
Xpiordy éBarrladynre éx rod Oeod éyev- 
wiOnre’ Chrys. There appears here 
no allusion to Heathen (toga virilis), to 
Jewish (whether at the High Priest's 
inauguration, Deyling, 0bs. Vol. 111. 
p. 406 sq., No. 42, or in a cabbalistic 
sense, comp. Schoettg. on Rom. xiii. 
14, Vol. 1. p. §71), or even, though the 
idea is plausible, to Christian customs 
(at baptism, Bingham, Antig. Book x11. 
4. 1.8q.). From the instances Wetst. 
has collected on Rom. xiii. 14, it would 
appear that éviver@al ria is a strong 
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expression, denoting the complete 
assumption of the nature, éc. of ano- 
ther; e.g. Dion. Halicar. A. R. XI. 15. 
5 (roy Tapxinoy éxeivor évdudu.), Tac. 
Ann, xvi. 28. Thus &3. Xpiordy im- 
plies a union with Christ of so true 
and so complete a nature, that we are 
brought els play ovyyévecay cal play 
(dav (Chrys.) with Him, and, as it 
is heautifully paraphrased by Calvin, 
‘coram Deo nomen ac personam Christi 
geramus, atque in Ipso magis quam in 
nobismet ipsis censeamur :’ comp. Bp. 
Barlow, cited by Waterl. Works, Vol. 
Iv. p. 604, and see Suicer, Zhesaur. 
s.v. év§., Vol. I. p. 1112. For a good 
sermon on this text, see Donne, Serm. 
LXxxviI. Vol. Iv. p. 102 (ed. Alf.), 
and for a notice of the perversion of 
this text by heretics, Forbes, Jnstruct. 
X. III. 32 8q., p. 448. 

28. ovx tye «7.X.] ‘ There is among 
(such) neither Jew nor Greek ;’ digres- 
sive statement of the practical result 
of the Xp. éved.: the new and holy 
‘habitus’ causes all other distinctions, 
whether of nation (comp. Rom. x. 12), 
condition, or even sex, to be wholly 
lost sight of and forgotten. The form 
&. is not for eveor:, but, according to 
Buttm. (see Winer, Gr. § 14. 2, p. 74), 
is the lengthened form of the adver- 
bialized prep., to which the requisite 
person of the auxiliary verb must be 
supplied. This explanation has in its 
favour the similar use of rdpa, which 
can scarcely be called a contraction 
for rdpeorc’ but against it those exx. 
where év and & are used in the same 
sentence, ¢.g. Plat. Phedo, p. 77 8, 
lows Eris kal & vpiv’ Theat. p. 186 
D; and, according to the best reading, 
1 Cor. vi. §. In such cases how- 
ever & would seem to mean little 
more than éorl (&° éoriv, bardpxet, 
Zonar. Lex. Vol. 1. p. 748), the pre- 
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positional force being whoily lost; 
comp. Col. iii. rr. In either case the 
explanation of the present passage re- 
mains the same; éri wheiovy duryetras 
Thy dyabbrynra rol Geod Sxou ye aot 
Thv tonv 5é3wxe Swpedy* Damasc. Dey- 
ling illustrates this by reference to 
the various personal, ¢c. distinctions 
among the Jews; Obs. Sacr. Vol. 1. 
p. 312 8q., No. 64: Elsner (in loc.) 
notices also the customary exclusion 
of slaves from certain Heathen rites 
and temples; Obs. Vol. 11. p. 187. 

dpoev xal OAv] ‘male and female ;’ 
‘masculus et femina,’ Clarom., but 
not Vulg., Goth., Copt., al, which do 
not preserve the slight change of par- 
ticle. While the alterable political 
and social distinctions are contrasted 
by ov&é, the unalterable human one of 
sex ig expressed by xal* Mark x. 6, 
dard 6 dpxis xricews dpoe Kal OFdv 
érolncev abrovs’ comp. 1 Tim. ii. 13. 
This latter distinction is of course 
noticed, not in its mere physical, but 
in its ethical aspect, the subordination 
of the wife to the husband (Olsh.). 
This, though an unchangeable law of 
our species when considered xara 
odpxa, Eph. v. 22, al., is lost sight of 
in this éyyurépa mpds rov Xptorcy 
Evwors’ Chrys. Tavres yap] 
‘for ye all:’ proof of the preceding 
statement; 7r@ éva rirov cal play 
Hopony evdebicbar, thy rod Xpiorrov: 
CEcum. The reading dwavr. (Lachm.) 
seems an early gloss. els] 


‘one,’ i.e. one person; 7d els dyrl roi: 


& apa Theodoret: comp. Lucian, 
Toxar. 46 (cited by Wetst.) els dyOpw- 
wos Ovres ovrw Brofjuer. The concluding 


n 


words éy Xpiorg "Inood obviate all 


mistakes, by defining in whom, and 
in whom alone, this union was fully 
realized. 

29. el 88 dpets] ‘But tf ye;’ reo- 
sumption of the argument after the 
short digression of ver. 28, the em- 
phasis resting slightly on dets’ ‘as 
ye, to whom I am speaking, and who 
have felt such doubte on the subject, 
have put on Christ, ye must be what 
He is (ver. 16), the seed of Abraham.’ 
The reading els éore ey Xp. "Ine. in- 
stead of Xpicrof, though found in 
D'EFG ; Clarom. ; Ambrst., is clearly 
an exegetical gloss. 
tov "ABpadp oumréppa] ‘ Abraham's 
seed ;’ rod ’ABp. being put forward 
with a slight emphasis, and standing 
in correlation to Xpiorod to give force 
and perspicuity to the conclusion; ¢/ 
dé duels dore Xprorod popd) xal cpa, 
elxérws Tol ’ABp. éoré oréppa* C&cum. ; 
comp. Theod. tn loc., and esp, Theod.- 
Mops. (p. 126, ed. Fritz.), who has 
well elucidated the argument. 
kat érayy. KAnpovdpor] ‘heirs ac- 
cording to, or by way of, promise ;’ not 
by any legal observances. The xAxpo- 
voula, is now stated absolutely; they 
were KAnpovduor, not merely of Abra- 
ham, nor even rfjs éwayyeXlas (Theod.- 
Mops.), but simply of all that which 


- was involved in it, salvation and the 


kingdom of Christ; comp. Meyer in 
loc. The declaration of ver. 7 is now 
at length substantiated and expanded 
by 22 verses of the deepest, most 
varied, and most comprehensive rea- 
soning that exists in the whole com- 
pass of the great Apostle’s writings. 

The xal before xar’ érayy., adopted 
by Rec. with FGKL; mass.; Syr. 
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Ase heir is un- 
der tutelage, so be- 
fore Christ came we 


Aéyw dé, ep’ Srov xpovov 6 KAnpo- IV. 
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age, but now have 
beco 
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me free sons Dov, KUptos TavTwy wy, aAAa UTO eT- 2 


and inheritors. 


(both), Goth., A&th.; Chrys., Theod., 
is now rightly omitted by most critical 
editors, 


CHaPrer IV. 1. Adyw 8é] ‘Now J 
say;’ further and more explanatory 
proof of the assertion that we are 
heirs, suggested by the term KA npordu.0t 
(ch. iii. 29) and the comparisons it in- 
volves: comp. ch. v. 16, Rom. xv. 8 
(Rec.), where the use of Aéyw dé in 
introducing a continued explanatory 
argument rather than merely eluci- 
dating a statement or expression that 
had preceded (comp. ch. iii. 17, rofro 
Be Aéyw* 1 Cor. i, 12, Aéyw 5@ robro° 
1 Cor. vii. 29, robro 5¢ gy’) seems 
analogous to the present. 

& «Anpovépos] ‘ the heir,’ t.e. ‘every 
heir:’? compare 6 peolrns, ch. iii. 20, 
Winer, Gr. § 18. 1, p. 97. There are 
some exegetical difficulties in this and 
the following verse, arising from the 
fact that, while the nature of the com- 
parison (see Brown), as well as the 
words dxpt rijs wpofeculas rol rarpés, 
would seem to imply that the father 
was alive, the expression xUpios wdy- 
rwy wy, and the term érirporos (but 
see below) might be thought to imply 
that he was dead. The latter view is 
taken by Theodoret and the majority 
of ancient (silet Chrys.), with several 
modern commentators ; the former is 
ably advocated by Neubour, Bibl. 
Brem. Class. Vol. Vv. p. 40 (cited by 
Wolf), and also many recent exposi- 
tors. Grotius endeavours to escape 
the difficulty by representing the 
father absent on travel; compare 
Alian, Var. Hist. 111. 26, cited below 
in note ver. 3. The question how- 
ever is really of little moment: St 


Paul is engaged so entirely in the 
simple comparison of the circum- 
stances of the nonage of the earthly 
kAnpovduos with those of the nonage 
of believers who lived under the law 
(ver. 3), that the subordinate question 
of the life, death, or absence of the 
father of the xAnpovéuos passes wholly 
out of sight; comp. Alf. in loc. 
vijtrvog] ‘an infant, a minor,’ dynBos, 
as opposed to &pnBos, the technical 
term for one who had attained his 
majority; see Smith, Dict. Antig. 
s.v. Epnf8., and reff. in Rost u. Palm, 
Lex. Vol. I. p. 1283. There does 
not seem any sufficient reason for 
departing from this usual view of 
virios (opp. to Bagge tn loc.), or with 
Chrys., al., for introducing any refer- 
ence to the ethical meaning of weak- 
ness of understanding. 

obStv Siaddpa SovdAov] ‘differs in 
nothing from a@ bond-servant;’ ‘imo 
servo [wadaywyg] subjectus est;’ 
Erasm. The very apposite quotation 
from Dio Chrys. xv. p. 240, adduced 
by Wetst. in loc., is too long for 
citation, but is worth referring to. 
KUptos wdvtov dy] ‘though he be lord 
of all;’ concessive use of the par- 
ticiple: comp. Donalds. Gr. § 621; 


‘Krtiger, Sprachl. § 56. 13. 1 sq. It 


does not seem necessary for the sake 
of preserving the image of a liwing 
father to understand these words as 
prospective; the heir was the xvpcos 
(Grot. compares the use of ‘herus 
minor’ in Lat. comedy) in right of 
birth and condition. 

2. émerpdérovs] ‘ overlookers, guar- 
dians.’ The latter is the usual mean- 
ing of the word in relation to children 
(comp. Ismus, Her. Cleonym. § 10, 


vere Hl 
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3 TOU TaTpos. oUTws Kai 
p. 4, ed. Schém., rdv EOwrorv riv 
olxelwy éxlrporoy xaradirely’ ib. Her. 
Diceog. § 10; Plut. Lycurg. § 3, 
Tols Taw dpdayay Bacitéwy éerirpd- 
mous), and that in which it appears to 
have been adopted by Hebrew writers ; 
comp. Schoettg. Hor. Hebr. in loc.; 
Selden, de Success. ch. 9, Vol. 11. p. 
25. It seems here however better 
to adopt the more general meaning 
‘overlooker, one entrusted with the 
charge of anything’ (comp. Aristoph. 
Eccl. 212, éwerpéras xal raplace 
Xenoph. Zon. X11. 2, éwirpbwous ev 
rots dypois), and not to embarrass 
the passage with terms which might 
bring in irrelevant considerations (the 
father’s being alive or dead) into the 
present simple comparison. We may 
however not unsuitably compare 
fflian, Var. Hist. 11. 26, éwirp. xal 
Tou waidds cal Trav xpnudrwy, where 
the context distinctly shows that the 
father was alive, though absent. olxo- 


vépous] ‘stewards,’ lars a3) 


[dominos domus] Syr. iy, ‘aire 
Vulg., Clarom. [comp. Plin. Ep. m1. 
19], less accurately, Goth. fauragag- 
gam [Vorsteher] ; managers of the pro- 
perty of the xAnpovépuos, and standing 
in the same relation to his estate as the 
éxlirporo, did to his education and 
general bringing up; comp. Plutarch, 
Educ. § 7, 800\wy...rods 5¢ olxovépuous, 
rods 5¢ davecards. Most commenta- 
tors not inaptly cite the case of 
Eliezer, Gen. xv. 2; comp. xxiv. 2. 
Illustrations from Roman law (Bagge, 
al.) do not seem here in point, as the 
comparison is simple and general. 

vis wpolerplas] ‘the time appointed 
(beforehand),’ ‘ preefinitum tempus,’ 
Vulg. The term rpodecula, scil. wpa 
or 7yépa (for the distinction between 


e “ oe ry , e A 
nels, OTE HMEV YyHITLOL, UO 
these, see Bagge tn loc.), is properly 
the term limited for bringing actions 
or prosecutions, the time fixed by 
the statute of limitations, ‘Tag der 
Verjihrung’ (see Smith, Dic. of 
Antig. s.v., and exx. in Rost u. Palm, 
Lex. s.v.); thence, any pre-appointed 
time or day: see the numerous exx. 
in Wetst. in loc.; Kypke, Obs. Vol. 
II. p. 279; Krebs, Obs. p. 322. In 
eccles. writers mpofecu. is sometimes 
used for the time assigned for repent- 
ance before excommunication; see 
Bingham, Antiq. XVI. 2. 7. It 
may be observed that as the termina- 
tion of nonage was fixed in Hebrew 
(13 years and a day for males, 12 
years and a day for females; Selden, 
de Success. ch. 9, Vol. IL p. 25), a8 
well as in Greek and Roman law, the 
dependence of the 7 mpoecula on the 
father must be explained, either (a) 
by the very reasonable assumption 
that St Paul is here speaking theo- 
logically rather than juridically ; or, 
(5) leas probably, by the supposition 
that he was here referring, with tech- 
nical exactness, to an extended pa- 
rental authority which the Galatians 
appear to have possessed ; see GottL 
Gesch. d. Rom. Staateverf. p. 109, 517 
(cited by B.-Crus.), and comp. Ceasar, 
Bell. Gall. vi. 19. 

3. obras Kal pets] ‘So we also ;’ 
application of the preceding state- 
ments ; xal, as is usual in comparative 
sentences, bringing into prominence 
and throwing a slight emphasis on 
the contrasted member of the com- 
parison; see notes on Eph. v. 23. 
It has been doubted whether the 7els 
are Jews (Chrys., Theod.), Gentiles 
(Aug.), or both equally (Win., Mey.). 
The most natural reference seems to 
be (a) to Jews, primarily and princi- 


IV. 3, 4. 
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pally, as the nature of the preceding 
argument seems distinctly to require ; 
but also (b) secondarily, Gentiles, in 
accordance with the nature of the 
succeeding argument. Td OTOL" 
xeta Tov Kocpou] ‘the rudiments of 
the world.’ It is very difficult to de- 
cide on the exact meaning of these 
words. Taken separately, crotxetov 
is used in the N.T. both in a physical 
(2 Pet. iii. 10, 12) and an ethical 
sense (Heb. v. 13). Kéopos again has 
practically at least three meanings ; 
physical (Matth. xxv. 34), collective 
(mankind, Joh. iii, 16), and ethical 
(rt Cor. ii. 12). From the combina- 
tion of both words a great variety of 
interpretations have arisen, all how- 
ever separable into two general classes, 
(x) Physical ; elementa mundi, either, 
(a) festivals of Judaism, Chrysost.; 
(6) Zabianism, August.; or (c) abs- 
tractedly, religion in sensible forms, 
Neand. Planting, Vol. 1. p. 465 
(Bohn); (2) Ethical; rudimenta mun- 
di, first, but not necessarily erroneous 
(comp. Ath.) principles of religious 
knowledge among men, whether (a) 
Jews (De W.); or (5b) Jews and 
heathens (Meyer). Grammatical con- 
siderations seem in favour of (1); for 
crovxeia, in the sense rudimenta, 
would appear to require, as in Heb. 
Vv. 12, a gen. objectt, and not as here a 
gen. subjectt (see Neander l.c.); still 
xéojtou need not be considered a pure 
gen. sulj., the connexion between the 
nom. and gen. being often somewhat 
lax; see Winer, Gr. § 30. 2, p. 168 
sq. Exegetical considerations must 
be also extended to ver. 9, and to Col. 
ii. 8, 20, where the same words occur. 
These we can only briefly notice. In 
Col. ii. 8, the parallelism with rapd- 
doors ray dvOpwrwvy seems so distinct, 


and so palpably in favour of (2), as 
to outweigh the argument drawn by 
Schneckenb. from the supposed phy- 
sical use of xécuos in ver. 20. The 
use of the term giAocodlia seems also 
there to point slightly more to heathen 
rudiments (see notes in loc.), whi'e on 
the contrary in Col. ii. 20, and below, 
verse 9, the reference seems mainly 
to Jewish rudiments. All these 
conflicting views being considered, we 
seem here justified in deciding in 
favour of (2) generally; assigning 
however to the words (as both jels 
and the nature of the argument re- 
quire) a primary, but by no means 
exclusive, reference to the Jews, For 
further notices of this doubtful ex- 
pression, see Baur, Paulus, p. 594 8q.; 
and for a defence of the physical 
meaning, Schneckenburg. in Theol. 
Jahrb. 1848, p. 444 8q., and Hilgenf, 
Galat. p. 68 sq. The application to 
the ceremonial law will be found, 
Petav. de Praedest. x. 23. 12, Vol. 1. 
p. 456. SeBovAcopévor] 
‘in a@ state of slavery ;’ the perf. pass. 
part. marking the permanent nature 
and continuance of the dovAela: comp. 
Winer, Gr. § 45. 1, p. 305. The verb 
juev may be regarded either as in 
union with Sedov. and as forming a 
compound tense, or as in more imme; 
diate connexion with turd ra cro xeia’ 
the latter is most probable, as forming 
the best parallel to brd émirpdrous 
éorly’ so distinctly Copt., and perhaps 
Vulg., Clarom., ‘sub elementis mun- 
di eramus servientes ;’ see Meyer in 
loc. 

- 4. 7d wrijpopa rod xpbvov] ‘the 
fulness of the time,’ i.e. the moment 
which makes the time complete, an- 
swering to the dype rijs wpodecpulas 
rov warpés, ver. 2; see Stier, Ephes. 
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Vol. 1. p. 203, and comp. Usteri, 
Lehrbd. 11. 1, p. 83. These words 
have been the subject of considerable 
discussion. Taken in its most general 
view wAjpwua has two meanings; (1) 
Active; rd xAnpn woety, implendi 
actio, not id quod implet, as Fritz. 
(on Rom. xi. 12) has satisfactorily 
proved against Storr, Opusce. I. p. 144: 
(2) Passive; either (a) in the less 
usual sense id quod impletum est, or 
(8) in the more common and regular 
sense id quo res impletur ; comp. I 
Cor. x. 26, Mark viii. 20. Hence 7rd 
Tdipwpa Tob xp. will seem to be ‘id 
quo temports spatium impletur, sc. 
expletur ;’ the idea being rather that 
of a temporal space (so to speak) filled 
up as it were by the flowing in of 
time; see Olsh. in loc., and comp. 
Herod. 111. 22, dyidxovra 8° brea fbn 
wAtpwpa dvipt paxpérarov. Fritz. 
on the contrary, but with less pro- 
bability, regards rAjpwya as the abs- 
tract notion of the concrete idea 
aw\hpns, ‘temporis plenitas, i. q. ple- 
num tempus ;’ see however his very 
valuable note, Rom. i.c., Vol. 1. p. 
4698q. The doctrinal meaning of this 
term is investigated at length in Hall, 
Bamp. Lect. for 1797, esp. Serm. 
VIII. p. 21F sq.; see also the good 
sermons on this text by Andrewes, 
Serm. Iv. Vol. I. p. 49, and Donne, 
Serm. tr. Vol. 1. p. 39 (ed. Alf). 
arlorarev] ‘sent forth,’ ‘emisit, 
ex colo a sese,’ Beng.; comp. Acts 
vil. 12, xi. 22, xvii. 14. On the doc- 
trinal questions connected with this 
word, see Petav. 7rin. VIII. r. 10. 
yevbp. dee yuvarkds] ‘born of a woman ;’ 
defining participial clause added to 
attest the pure manhood of Christ, 
and to obviate any misconception of 
the meaning of the clause that follows ; 


comp. Usteri, Lehrdb. m1. 2. 4, p. 311 
8q. No doctrinal stress is thus to be 
laid either on yuvaxés (‘absque virili 
semine,’ Est.), or on the prep. (rd 2 
éx Euedre...rapadnrody rh» xowwvlay 
Ths picews rol rixromdvou wpds rhy 
yevhoacay’ Basil, De Sp. Sanct. v. 
12; compare Theophyl., C£cum.) ; 
yuvatxds being only used to mark our 
Lord’s true humanity, and é« having 
only its usual and natural ref. to the 
circumstances of birth: comp. Matth. 
i. 16, John iii. 6; and see Rost u. 
Palm, Lex. s.v. m1. 2, Vol. £. p. 818 ; 
Winer, Gr. § 47. b, p. 327, 328. 
For a sound and striking sermon on 
this verse, and on the general re- 
lation of woman to man, see Jackson, 
Creed, Vol. vi. p. 226 (Oxf. 1844). 
The reading yewwueoy, (found im 
some cursive mss., Ath., Theod., al.) 
has every appearance of being an ex- 
planatory gloss. yevépevov 
tad vépov] ‘born under the law,’ 
‘natum inter Judsos legi Mos. ob- 
noxios,’ Schott; second defining clause 
added to show that not only was 
Christ truly man (yer. éx yuv.), but 
also a true member of the Jewish 
nation (yer. dd réy.), and standing in 
the same religious relations as all other 
Israelites ; see Olshaus. and Turner in 
loc., and comp. Andrewes, Serm. I. 
Vol. 1. p. 13 (A.-O. L.), On the most 
suitable rendering of -yevduevor, see 
notes to Transl. 

5. ta rods dard vénov Eay.] ‘Jn 
order that He might ransom those 
under the law,’ first gracious purpose 
of God’s having sent forth His Son 
thus yerdu. éx yurax. and thus yerdu. 
vrd vbuov,—the ransom of those who 
were under the same religious obliga- 
tions as those under which our Lord 
vouchsafed to be born. The redemp- 


IV. 5, 6. 
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tion was, as De W. (after Beng.) 
rightly maintains, not merely from 
the curse, but from the bondage of 
the law; comp. ver. 3. On the 
meaning of éfayop. see notes on ch, 
iL, 13. 

twa ri\v vlobeo. darod.] ‘in order that 
we might receive the adoption of sons ;’ 
second gracious purpose of God, re- 
sulting from the first, the adoption 
as sons not only of Jews, but of all 
men (ets), of all those whose nature 
, our Lord vouchsafed to assume. The 
first Wa thus, by a kind of xacpds 
(Jelf, Gr. § 904. 3) found occasionally 
elsewhere in the Apostle’s writings 
(comp. Philem. 5), refers to the 
second participial member -yevdu. wd 
yéuov, while the second t&a refers to 
the first and less ciroumscribed yerdu. 
éx yuvackéds. For examples of a 
double ta thus appended to a single 
finite verb, comp. ch. iii. 14, Eph. v. 
26, 27. tiv vioberlay] ‘ the 
adoption of sons,;’ comp. Rom. viii. 
15, 23, ix. 4, Eph. i. 5. The inter- 
pretation, ‘ conditio filiorum, sonship,’ 
adopted by several commentators (see 
Ust. in loc. and Lehrbd. It. 1. 2, p. 
186, note) both here and Rom. viii. 
15, has been convincingly refuted by 
Fritz. Rom. l.c., Vol. If. p. 137 8q- 
We were formerly in the light of ser- 
vants, but now have been adopted 
and are free sons. Neander traces a 
threefold gradation in this adoption ; 
(a) as existing but not appropriated ; 
(6) as appropriated through faith in 
Christ; (c) as perfected by a full com- 
munion in his blessedness and glory: 
Planting, Vol. 1. p. 477 (Bohn). 
awoddBopev] ‘might receive.’ The 
special force of the prep. has been 
somewhat differently explained. Of 
the two more ancient interpretations, 
(a) that of Chrys., xadds elrev dron. 


Seexwds dpeiouevny, though lexically 
admissible (see Winer, de Verb. Comp, 
Fasc. Iv. p. 13) does not harmonize 
with the context, as the vloGecla is 
not here alluded to as the subject of 
promise: again (6), that of Aug., ‘non 
dixit accipiamus sed recipiamus,’ 
though equally admissible on lexical 
grounds (opp. to Meyer; comp. Herod. 
I. 61, and see Rost u. Palm, Zez. s.v. 
dé, B, and ib. s.v. dwokauf. 2. a.) is 
more than doubtful in point of doo- 
trine, as the correct dogmatical state- 
ment, ‘ut quod perdideramus in Adam 
---hoc in Christo reciperemus’ (Iren.; 
see Bull, State of Man, p. 492, Oxf. 
1844), can only be applied to what 
Adam had before his fall, and not to 
a gracious gift which was not bestowed 
on him. It seems best then to fall 
back on the general local meaning of 
dd, and to regard the verb as hinting 
at receiving from an imaginary place 
where the things given might be con- 
ceived as having been laid upin store ; 
‘dwodauf. dicuntur imprimis illi, qui 
que ipsis destinata et quasi reposita 
sunt accipiunt, Col. iii. 24, 2 Joh. 8;’ 
Winer, U.c.; add Luke xvi. 25, dwé- 
AaSes ra dyad cov, which the context 
shows could scarcely receive any other 
interpretation. 

6. Sree 8 «rA.) ‘And as a proof 
that ye are sons,’ ‘quemadmodum 
autem’ [kamasa], Eth., the 3é intro- 
ducing with a faintly oppositive force 
the demonstration of the assertion. It 
is difficult to decide whether gr: is 
here causal (‘quoniam,’ Vulg.,Clarom., 
Syr.-Philox.) or, more probably, de- 
monstrative (xb0er SfXov Sri, Chrys., 
Theoph., Gicum., and by obvious 
inference Theod. and Theod.-Mops.), 
Independently of the authority of the 
Greek commentators, which in such 
cases is very great, we seem justified 
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7. 6d QGeod] This reading, which Tisch. has adopted with ABC'N(FG 3a 
Gebv); 17; Aug., Boern., Vulg., Copt.; Clem., Bas., Cyr., Did.; Ambr., Aug., 


by the context in adopting the latter 
view; since, on the one hand, the 
causal interpretation seems to interfere 
with the easy transition from the de- 
claration of ver. 4, 5, to the conse- 
quence in ver. 7; and, on the other 
hand, the demonstrative Sr: seems to 
accord better with the emphatic posi- 
tion and the tense of éoré. The 
sentence is thus what is called brachy- 
logical, ‘and as a proof that ye really 
are sons,’—a construction to which 
De W. and Alf. object, but which 
still seems perfectly correct and ad- 
missible; see Winer, Gr. § 66. 1, p. 
546; Fritz. Rom. ii. 14, Vol. I. p. 1173 
Liicke on 1 John v. 9. The 
insertion of roi Geof after viol, in DE 
FG; Clarom., Demid., Tol., Goth., 
al, and Lat. Ff, seems to be an 
obvious explanatory addition. 

7d IIvetpa rot viod atrov] ‘the Spirit 
of His Son,’ scil. the Holy Spirit 
(‘Spiritus Christi quia per Christum 
obtinetur, Joh. xiv. 16;’ Grot.), here 
suitably thus designated in harmony 
‘with the preceding mention of our 
relation to God as sons (Ust.); comp. 
Rom. viii. 9, where IIv. Geof and II». 
Xpicrod appear interchangeable. On 
the doctrinal significance of this pas- 
sage—that it is the ‘substantia’ and 
‘persona’ of the Spirit which dwells 
in the hearts of believers (1 Cor. vi. 
19), comp. Petav. Trin. vir. 4. 6, 
Vol. I. p. 459; and on the heart as 
the seat of the inworking power of 
God, Beck, Seelenl. § 27, p. 107. 

In the following words Rec. reads jpav 
with D?EKL; mass.; several Vv. and 


Ff.: but with slightly less probability 
than ud», which is found in ABC 
D'FGN; many mss.; Amit. (Flor.), 
Clarom., Ath. (2), and many Ff., and 
is adopted by the best recent editors. 
*ABBG 6 wari] ‘ Abba father? Mark 
xiv. 36, Rom. viii. 1g. In this solemn 
expression 6 mrarhp (nom. for vocat., 
Winer, Gr. § 29. 2, p. 164) does not 
seem appended to the Aramaic ’AB84a 
as a mere explanation of it, ‘Abba, id 
est, Pater’ (Beza) ; nor yet united with 
it to indicate the union of Jews and 
Gentiles (‘Hebreum verbum ad Ju- 
dzos, Greecum ad gentes...pertinet,’ 
Aug.; comp. Andrewes, Serm. Iv. Vol. 
I, p. 60): but is appy. blended with 
it as making up the ‘solemnis formula’ 
of the early Christian prayers. The 
Aramaic title under which our Lord 
addressed His heavenly Father was 
probably at a very early period (hence 
Mark, J. c.) united to the Greek syno- 
hym in reverent and affectionate re- 
membrance of Him who had taught 
and enabled us truly to call God Our 
Father, and thence used as a single 
form in all more fervent addresses to 
God; comp. Schoettg. Hor. Hebr. 
Vol. I. p. 252, where instances are 
given of addresses to God in which 
Hebrew and Greek words are some- 
what similarly united. Whether there 
is here any allusion to the fact that 
among the Jews a freedman might 
by addressing any one with the title 
Abba prepare the way for adoption 
by him (Selden, de Success. ch. 4, Vol. 
II. p. 15), seems very doubtful. 

7. @ore «.7.X.] ‘So then,’ ‘ Conse- 
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adel then can ye now *"AAAa é€ U 8 
spate tote TOT peev OUK eldores Ocdy 


boatlane of rudiments, as alas! ye are doing? 


Pel., Bed., Ambrst. (Lachm., Mey.), appears on the whole the most satisfac- 
fory. Fritz. (Opusc. p. 148) supports the Rec. on paradiplomatic considerations 
(Xp. and Ge. being confused with one another, hence omission of 84 Xpiwrod° 
then 6:4 Oe. by omission of Xp.) which: seem somewhat precarious. In answer 
to the internal objection of Usteri that the inheritance is never represented by 
St Paul as coming 84 O¢od (comp. however ver. 5), it may be remarked, 
that ©Qeo? may fairly be taken in its widest sense, as including the three 
Persons of the blessed Trinity, just separately mentioned ; see Windischm. 


an loc. 


quently; conclusion from the state- 
ments in the two preceding verses, 
Wore with its usual and proper force 
denoting the ‘consecutionem alicujus 
rei ex antecedentibus ;’ Klotz, Derar. 
Vol. 11. p. 771. On the force of this 
particle with the indic. and infin., see 
notes on ch. ii. 13; and for its use with 
the imperative, notes on Phil. ii. 12. 
obtxérs ef] ‘thou art no more, as thou 
wert when in bondage under rudiments 
of the world.’ Meyer finds a climax 
of person in dro\dBwyev, ver. 5, écré, 
ver. 6, ef, ver. 7, the mode of address 
becoming more and more personal and 
individualizing: for further exx. of this 
use of the second person in more 
cogent addresses, see Rom. xi. 17, xii. 
20, xili. 4, xiv. 4, 1 Cor. iv. 7, al, 
and comp. notes, ch. ii. 18. 

al St vldég, cal KAnpovdpos] ‘but if a 
son (not a slave), then also an heir ;’ 
comp. Rom. viii. 17, ef 8¢ réxva, Kat 
KAnpovduot. Both these passages must 
appy. be explained on the principles 
of the Roman, and not of the Hebrew 
law. According to the latter, only 
sons (legitimate, ‘ex concubinis,’ or ‘ex 
incestu,’ but not ‘ex ancillis et Gen- 
tilibus,’ Seld. de Succ. ch. 3) succeeded 
to the inheritance ; the firstborn having 
double: according to the former all 
children, male or female; ‘nec interest 
utrum naturales sint an adopt ;’ 
Gajus, Com. Inst, 11. § 2 (cited by 


Fritz.). It is scarcely necessary to 
observe that vids is not to be pressed, 
being simply, as Fritz. observes, in 
antithesis to dof\os* women are dis- 
tinctly included in ch. iii. 28. The 
whole subject is ably investigated by 
Fritzsche, Fritzsch. Opuse. p. 143— 
149. 

8. dAAd] ‘ Howbeit ;’ appeal based 
on the preceding statements, and in- 
volving a strong contrast between 
their past and present states. The 
adversative d@\\d bas thus here no 
species of affirmative force (Ust.),—a 
meaning however which may be jus- 
tified, see Klotz, Devar. Vol. I1. p. 14, 
—but introduces an explanation of 
the words od«érc ef x.r.X. by the very 
contrast which it states; ‘now ye are 
free children of God,—then (before 
the time of your vlo@ecla) ye knew 
Him not, and were the bond-servants 
of demons.’ It need scarcely be added 
that rére does not refer to ver. 3 (Wi- 
ner, Schott’, still lesa is to be regarded 
as equivalent to rdda: (Koppe), but 
merely marks the period when they 
were not, as they now are, sons; 
‘quasi digito intento designat omne 
tempus quod ante vocationem Gala- 
tarum exierat:’ Grot. 
oj l8éreg] ‘ignorantes,’—an historic 
fact; contrast 1 Thess. iv. 5, 74 “a 
elSéra tov Oedy, where they are only 
so characterized by the writer; and 
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Q edovAcvcare ois ice my ovoww Oeoiss viv de yvdv- 


tes Oceov, padrrov de yvwcbevres iro Oecod, ras 


see Winer, Gr. § 55. 5, p. 428 sq. It 
may be observed that with certain 
participles od regularly and formally 
coalesces, so as to express one single 
idea; see Gayler, Part. Neg. p. 287. 

Sovrcboare] ‘were slaves ; emphatic, 
and, as in ver. 9, in a bad sense. The 
proper force of the aorist, as marking 
an action that took place in and 


belongs wholly to the past, is here - 


distinctly apparent; comp. the exx. in 
Kriiger, Sprachl. § 53. 5. 1; Scheuerl. 
Synt. § 32. 2, p. 331 sq.; and for some 
excellent remarks on the use of this 
tense, Schmalf. Synt. d. Gr. Verb. 
§ 60 sq., and esp. Fritz. De Aor. Vi, 
Frankf. 1837. This passage has 
been pressed into the controversy re- 
specting dovAela and Aarpela, and is 
noticed in Forbes, /nstruct. vu. 1, p. 
331 aq. tots dice pi} 
otow Geots] ‘which by nature are not 
gods;’ dice being emphatic, and 
serving to convey an unconditioned 
denial of their being gods a¢ all ; comp. 
1 Cor. x. 20. The order in Rec. rots 
BH dbo odor Geots [D9FGKL; mass.; 
Syr.-Phil. ; Chrys., Theod., al.] is much 
less expressive, as implying that the 
false gods were thought to be true 
gods, though not naturally so, and is 
decidedly inferior in external autho- 
rity to that adopted in the text, which 
has the support of ABCD'D°EN; 6 
mas.; Syr. (plural), Vulg., Goth., Copt.; 
Athan. (4), Nyss. (4), al., and is adopt- 
ed by the best recent editors. On 
the meaning of dice ‘substantially,’ 
‘essentially,’ and the connexion of 
the verse with the argument for the 
divinity of Christ, see Waterl. Second 
Def. Qu. 24, Vol. I. p. 722. 

pt ote is a subjective negation, and 
states the view in which they were 
regarded by the writer; see above, 


and comp. the numerous exx. cited by 
Winer, Gr. § 55. 5, p. 428. The stu- 
dent must be reminded that yx} with 
participles is the prevailing usage in 
the N. T., so that while od with par- 
ticiples may be pressed, it is well to 
be cautious with regard to 7’ see 
notes on 1 Thess. ii. 15. 

9. yovres Ocdv] ‘after having 
known God ;’ temporal participle here 
expressing an action preceding that 
specified by the finite verb ; see Winer, 
Gr. § 43. I, p. 306, and notes on Eph. 
iv. 8. Olsh. finds a climax in 
elSéres, ydvres, and yrwobdvres’ the 
first, merely outward knowledge that 
God is; the second, the inner essen- 
tial knowledge in activity; the third, 
the passive knowledge of God in love. 
The distinction between the two lat- 
ter (see below) seems correct, but that 
between e/3. and yy. very doubtful, 
especially after the instances cited by 
Meyer, viz. John vii. 27, vill. 55, 
2 Cor. v. 16. padrov Sé] 
‘imo vero,’ ‘vel potius,’ Rom. viii. 34; 
‘corrigentis est ut sepissime,’ Stallb. 
Plat. Symp. p. 173 E: see exx. col- 
lected by Raphel zn loc. 
yvoobévres] ‘being known ;’ ‘ cogniti,’ 
Vulg., Clarom. [cognoti]; not ‘ appro- 
bati’ (Grot.), nor even ‘acknowledged 
as His own’ (Ust., comp. Ewald), still 
less ‘scire facti’ (Beza); but simply, 
in the usual and regular meaning of 
the word in the N. T., ‘known,’ ‘re- 
engnized:’ see x Cor. viii. 3, xii. 12; 
and comp. Winer, (rr. § 39. 3, p. 235- 
Before the time of their conversion 
the Galatians were not known by God, 
had not become the objects of His 
divine knowledge; now they were 
known by Him and endowed with 
spiritual gifts ; adrds buds érecordcaro’ 
Chrys. The distinction drawn by Olsh. 
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xeia, off tad avwbev dovrcvery Oédere; Huepas Tapa- 10 


(above) between yvévres, cognitio activa, 


knowledge, which must be, if genuine, 


preceded by ywwo8., cognitio passiva, 
love (hence the corrective paAXor 5é), 
svems borne out by 1 Cor. l.c. (on 
which see Beng.) ; comp. Neand. Plant. 
Vol. 1. p. 157, note (Bohn). 

mag] ‘qui fit ut? ‘how cometh it that? 
see ch. ii. 14. émorrpé- 
cere wddwy] ‘turn back again.’ ‘con- 
vertimini iterum,’ Vulg., Clarom., 


~ y A 
A221 .20L [iterum conversi 


estis] Syr.; wdAw not being the Ho- 
meric and Hesiodic ‘retro’ (an idea 
involved in éwcorpépere, Matth. xii. 
44, 2 Pet. ii. 22), but denuo, tterum, 
the more common meaning in the 
N. T.; see exx. in Bretsch. Lex. s.v. 
The lapse of the Galatians into Ju- 
daism is thus represented as a relapse 
into those oroxeta among which Ju- 
daism was included: ‘wdAw non rem 
eandem respicit sed similem;’ Glass. 
ap. Pol. Syn. tn loc. 

vd doGeviy «.t.A.] ‘the weak and beg- 
garly elements ;’ dc8evf as having no 
power to justify or promote salvation, 
mrwxa as having no rich dowry of 
spiritual gifts and blessings; comp. 
Heb. vii. 18, and see Grot. in loc. 
modw dvobev] ‘again anew,’ ‘aftra 
Yupana,’ Goth.; not pleonastic like 
advw éx dSevrépov (Matth. xxvi. 42), 
frecra pera rolro (John xi. 7), but 
expressive of two distinct ideas, re- 
lapse to bondage and recommencement 
of its principles. The Galatians had 
been slaves to the ocroyeta in the 
form of heathenism; now they were 
desiring to enslave themselves again 
to the orotxeta, and to commence them 
anew in the form of Judaism: com- 
pare ‘rursum denuo,’ Plaut. Cas. 
Prol. 33 (Wetst.), and see Hand, 7ur- 


sell. Vol. II. p. 279. 

10. tpépas] ‘days,’ scil. Jewish 
Sabbaths, fasts, &c. (comp. Rom. xiv. 
5, 6, Col. ii. 16); appy. emphatic, 
and not improbably placed forward as 
marking what they observed with 
most scrupulosity; see Alf. in loc. It 
however can scarcely be considered 
exegetically exact to urge this verse 
against ‘any theory of a Christian 
Sabtath’ (Alf.), when the Apostle is 
only speaking of legal and Judaizing 
observances; see on Col. ii. 17. 
maparypeto de] ‘ Ye are studiously ob- 
serving,’ comp. Auth. tetagabu [where 
the conjug. (III. 3, Dillm.) does not 
seem without its force]; the force of 
the compound being appy. ‘sedwo’ 
(Meyer) not ‘ superstitiose observatis’ 
(Bretsch.),—a meaning which the 
passages adduced, e.g. Joseph. Ant. 
Ill. 5. §, waparnpey ras éBdouddas’ 
Cod, A. Relat. Pilat. (Thilo, Cod. Ap. 
p. 806), 7rd cd8Baroy wraparnpeicGat, 
do not substantiate. It may be ob- 
served that the primary use of mapa 
in this verb is appy. local, and by im- 
plication intensive, scil.—‘ standing 
close beside for the purpose of more 
effectually observing’ (comp. Acts ix. 
24, and see Rost u. Palm, Lez. s.v. 
Vol. 11. p. 720): the secondary force 
is more distinctly ethical, but appy. 
restricted to the idea of hostile obser~ 
vation (Mark iii. 3, Luke vi. 7, xiv. 
1); compare Polyb. Hist, xvir. 3. 2, 
évedpevew kal raparnpety, and see exx. 
in Schweigh. Lex. Polyb. s.v., and in 
Steph. Zhes. s.v. Vol. VI. p. 410. 

The punctuation of this verse is doubt- 
ful. Tisch., Mey., Alf., al., place a 
mark of interrogation after éxaurovs, 
but appy. with somewhat less con- 
textual probability than the simple 
period (Lachm.) ; as in this latter case 
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the verse supplies a natural verifica- 
tion of the statement implied in the 
preceding question, explaining 7ls rijs 
Sovdelas rpdmros (Theod.), and forming 
a natural transition to the sadder tone 
of ver. 13. To derive a hint merely 
from the use of the pres. tense that 
the Galatians were then celebrating a 
sabbatical year (Wieseler, Chron. 
Apost. p. 286 note), seems very pre- 
carious. katpovgs] ‘ seasons,’ 
i.e. of the festivals ; compare 2 Chron. 
viii. 13, To dvadépew xara Tas évrodds 
Mwtiof é rots caBBdros xal ev rots 
nol xal év rats doprats, rpets xaspods 
To émavrod’ and Lev. xxiii. 4. 
éviavrots] ‘years,’—the sabbatical 
years, and (according to the usual ex- 
planation) the years of Jubilee. These 
latter, Meyer asserts, on the authority 
of Kranold (de Anno Jubil. p. 79), 
were never really celebrated ; contrast 
however the direct command in Lev. 
XXV. 2—5, and comp. the distinct al- 
lusions to it in other places (e.g. Isai. 
Ixi, 1, 2). Whether the year of Jubilee 
is here alluded to may be a matter of 
Opinion; but that both before (opp. to 
Winer, RWB. Art. ‘Jubeljahr,’ Vol. 
I. p. 626) and after the captivity it 
was fully observed, there seems no 
sufficient reason to doubt; see Kitto, 
Bibl. Cyclop. Art. ‘Jubilee,’ Vol. 1. 
p. 162. 

It. qwePotpar dpas] ‘I am appre- 
hensive of you,’ ‘res vestre mihi ti- 
morem incutiunt,’ Grot.; definite and 
independent statement receiving its 
further explanation from what follows; 
comp. Col. iv. 17, BAére rip dtaxoviay 
...va adrhy wAnpots, and see notes in 
loc. To regard this verse as an ex- 
ample of that kind of attraction where 
a word really belonging to the sub- 
ordinate clause is made the object of 


and assimilated by the principal clause 
(Ust.; Winer, Gr. § 66. 5, p. 552) 
does not seem grammatically exact, 
as in such cases the object of the 
former clause is nearly always the 
sulyect of the latter (Scheuerl. Synt. 
§ 49. 2, p. 507), eg. Acts xv. 36, 
émcoxepwpeba rods ade\gous.... ras 
€youce’ see exx. in Winer, J. c., and 
Kypke, Ods. Vol. r. p. 375. It will 
be best then with Lachm., Buttm., al. 
to place a comma after buds, and to 
regard pjrws «.T.A. a8 a separate 
explanatory clause. 

pijwwsg eli xexowlaxa] ‘lest haply J 
have (actually) labowred in vain :’ ‘ph 
etiam indicativum adjunctum habet, 
ubi rem a nobis pro verd haberi indi- 
care volumus:’ Herm. Viger, No. 270; 
see also Winer, Gr. § 56. 2, p. 446; 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. I. p. 129; and 
notes on ch. ii. 2. Chrysost., having 
appy. failed to observe this idiom, has 
unduly pressed ¢oBoduar and pujrws, 
and implied nearly a contrary sense; 
ovddrw, gyalv, é£éBy 7d vaudytov, dAN’ 
Eri rov Xetava TodTO Wilvovra Brérw" 
contrast Theod., pepynudvos wey ray 
wivwy, Tov 5é kapwrov ovx dpur. 

elg Upas] ‘upon you ;’ not ‘in vobis,” 
Vulg., Clarom., Arm., but ‘propter 
vos,’ Atth., or more exactly, ‘in vos, 
emphatica locutio,’ Beng.; comp. 
Rom. xvi. 6, éxorlacer els }uds. The 
meaning of els (‘looking towards,’ 
Donalds. Crat. § 170) is thus not so 
much simply ethical, ‘in reference to,’ 
and hence ‘for you’ (De W.),—this 
being more naturally expressed by a 
dat. commodi (Ecclus. xxiv. 34),—as 
ethically-local, ‘upon you,’ Auth. ; 
comp. Bernhardy, Synt. v. 10, p. 217: 
the Apostle’s labour was directed to 
the Galatians, actually reached them, 
and so had passed on to them. 


IV. 11, 12. 


Treat me now with 
reciprocity: you ouce 
despised me not, even 94 

in my, infirmity, but Goer 
evinced towards me 

the deepest reverence and warnuest love. 


12, ylverOe dg tyo] ‘Become as I 
am; affectionate appeal calling on 
them to treat their Apostle with reci- 
procity (see below), and reminding 
them of their former love and reve- 
rence for him, Sri cdyod ds 
bets] ‘since J have become as ye are ;” 
dissuasive from Judaism urged on the 
ground of his own dereliction of it; 
comp. I Cor, ix. 20, 21. The exact 
sentiment conveyed by these words 
has received several different expla- 
nations, Of these (a) that of the 
Greek expositors—‘I was once a 
zealot for Judaism as ye now are’ 
(raira wpds rods € 'Iovdalwy, Chrys.) 
—is open to the objection that 7uny 
(‘fut, nec amplius sum’) would have 
thus seemed almost a necessary inser- 
tion (Mey.); comp. Just. ad Grec. § 
(Wetat.), yiveaOe ws é-yu, re xd-ya qunv 
ws vuets, Again (b) that of Bengel, 
Fell, al., that it is only a scriptural 
mode of expressing warm affection 
(1 Kings xxii. 4), z.e. ‘love me as I 
love you,’ is certainly not in harmony 
with the use of ylvecOe: and still less 
with the context, where apprehension 
(poBobpar duds)rather than love is what 
is at present uppermost in the Apostle’s 
thoughts. It seems best then (c) with 
Fritz., De W., and most modern ex- 
positors to regard the clause as urging 
a course of reciprocity on the part of 
the Galatians corresponding to that 
which had been pursued by the Apo- 
stle; ‘become free from Judaism like 
me, for I, though a native Jew, have 
become (and am) a Gentile like you, 
I am rots dyduos ws Avopos (1 Cor. 
ix. 21) now, though weptocorépws fn- 
Awrhs «7A. (ch. i. 14) then?’ see 
Neand. Planting, Vol. 1. p. 223 (Bohn), 
and Fritz. Fritesch. Opuse, p. 232 8q., 
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where the passage is fully discussed. 
dSeardol, Slopar spciv] ‘brethren, I 
beseech you ;’ earnest entreaty (‘verba 
wepirad7, Grot.) belonging, not to 
what follows,—though so taken by 
Chrys., al, and all the ancient Vv., 
—but to what precedes, as the 8énors 
is in the first and not the last portion. 
This passage is curious as one in 
which the best ancient and the best 
modern interpreters are, as happens 
but very rarely, in direct opposition 
to each other. 

odSéy pe WStaroare] ‘ye injured me 
in nothing,’ allusion to their past be- 
haviour as a reason and motive why 
they should now accede to the en- 
treaty just urged; ‘ye did not injure 
me formerly, do not injure me now by 
refusing to act as I beseech you to 
act.’ The connexion is thus, as the 
parallel aorists #dicjoare, éfovler%- 
care, ¢éerricare, seem distinctly to 
suggest, very close with what follows, 
ver, 13 and 14 (which really make up 
a single period) forming a sort of an- 
tithetical member (see below) to the 
present clause, and the aor. referring 
to the Apostle’s first visit. The 
usual interpretation ‘there is nothing 
personal between us’ (SnAdpy ore ov 
Blcous obdé ExOpas Av 7a elpnuédva, 
Chrys.) is both exegetically untenable 
(there was no &y@pa in what he had 
said, but the reverse) and grammati- 
cally precarious as implying in 43cx7}- 
care either the force of a present or 
perfect. The interpr. reproduced by 
Rettig, Stud. u. Krit. 1830, p. 109, 
‘ye have not injured me, but Christ’ 
(‘nihil me privatim lesistis,’? Grot.) 
implies an emphasis on ye which does 
not seem to exist (ovdéy is surely 
the emphatic word), and equally 


G2 





84 


WPOZ TAAATAZ. 


13 kyoare otdate de Stt Ot aobéveav Tis capKos evn'y- 


g a 4A 4 A A e ~ 
14 yeXtoapny vpiv TO 7m poTepov, Kal TOV Teipacwov vuwY 


14. tpdr] So Lachm. and Tisch. (ed. 1) with AB(C? adds rdv)D! FG; 17. 
39. 67%*.... Vulg., Clarom., Copt.; Cyr., Hieron., Aug., Ambrst.; Sedul. 
(Meyer, Bagge). Tischendorf (ed. 2, 7) reads pov rdv with D*D®EKL; appy. 
great majority of mss.; Syr.-Phil. (appy. Syr., Goth.), Arm.; Chrys., Thdrt., 


Dam., Cicum. (Rec., Scholz, Fritz. om. pov, Alf.). 


tends to infringe on the force of the 
aorist. 

13. olare Sé] ‘ Yea ye know,’ ‘scitis 
potius ;’ opposition, not so much of 
clauses (this would be obx—d)Ad, comp. 
Chrys.), as of the sentiments conveyed 
in the preceding clause and in the 
two verses which here follow; ‘when 
I first came among you, and that 
under circumstances trying to you, 
far from wronging me, ye received me 
as an angel of God.’ 
dt doOévaay Tis capKds] ‘on account 
of weakness of the flesh; i.e. on ac- 
count of some sickness or bodily weak- 
ness, which caused the Apostle to 
stay longer with the Galatians than he 
had originally intended, and of which 
we know nothing beyond the present 
allusion: see, as to lexical usage, 
Winer, Gr. § 49. c, p. 356; Fritz. 
Rom. iii. 25, Vol. I. p. 197: and as to 
the historical probability, Wieseler, 
Chron. A post. p. 30, and Conyb. and 
Hows. St Paul, Vol. 1. p. 294 (ed. 1). 
Though, on the one hand, it may be 
admitted that the line of demarcation 
between 8a with the gen. and with 
the accus. is occasionally so faint that 
in some few passages (esp. with per- 
sons) an interchange seems really to 
have taken place (see exx. in Steph. 
Thes. s.v¥. collected by Dindorf, and 
in Bretsch. Lex. s.v.,—but except 
Heb. v. 12, Rev. iv. 11, and appy. Rev. 
xii. 11); still in the present case there 
seems nothing so irreconcileable with 
the context (Peile, Bagge), or so im- 


Independently of the pre- 


probable in itself, as to lead us to 
adopt either of the two only possible (?) 
alternatives, (a2) an enallage of case 
(Ust., al.), or (6) a temporal use of dd, 
scil. ‘during a period of sickness.’ To 
the first of these there is the great 
objection that no certain instance has 
yet been adduced from the N.T., 
neither John vi. 57 (see Liicke in loc.) 
nor Phil. i. 15 (see notes in loc.) being 
exx. in point; and to the second, the 
equally valid objection that this species 
of temporal, or, more correctly speak- 
ing, local meaning (e.g. 84 véxra, comp. 
&a wovrov, 8:4 ordpa, fc.) is only 
found in poetry, and that yarely Attic ; 
comp. Bernhardy, Synt. v. 18, p. 236; 
Madvig, Gr. § 69. We seem bound 
then to maintain the simple meaning 
of the words, and to refer to our 
ignorance of the circumstances (Green, 
Gr. p. 300) any difficulties the expres- 
sion may appear to involve. 
+o wpdérepoy may be translated either 
‘formerly’ (Deut. ii. 12, Josh. xi. 10, 
Joh. vi. 62, ix. 8), or ‘the first time’ 
(xporepov, Heb. iv. 6, vii. 27). The 
latter is preferable; for, as Meyer ob- 
serves, the words would be superfluous 
if St Paul had been only once. Still 
no historical conclusions can safely be 
drawn from this expression alone; see 
Wieseler, Chron. Apost. p. 30, 277. 
14. Tov wepacpoy dpdv] ‘your 
temptation,’ scil. ‘your trial which 
arose, or might reasonably have a- 
risen, from the bodily infirmity on 
account of which I ministered among 


IV. 13, 14, 15. 
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ponderance of external authority, the change from the easier to the more diffi- 
cult reading seems so very probable, that, in spite of the internal objections of 
Fritzsche (Opusc. p. 245 8q.), we can here scarcely hesitate to adopt the reading, 


though not the punctuation (see note), of Lachmann. 


Mill (Append. p. 51) 


retracts his former opinion, and distinctly advocates budv. 


you ;’ év ry capxl nov coalescing with, 
and forming an explanatory addition 
to the otherwise seemingly ambiguous 
Toy weipacudy tudy* comp. 2 Cor. x. 
10, # 5¢ rapoucla rol awpyaros doGerhs 
kal 6 ddyos étoufernudvos’ and see 
Mull (Append, to N.T.), p. §1. The 
objection to this interpretation found- 
ed on the absence of the art. before 
éy Ti capxl pov (Riick.) is here not 
valid, as mepdfev & rur (comp. 
Ecclus. xxvii. 5) is appy. an ad- 
missible construction ; see Winer, Gr. 
§ 20. 2, p. 123, and notes on Eph. i. 
15. Lachmann places a period after 
pod, and connects rdv weipacpov vy. 
with ver. 13; but this does very little 
to remove the difficulty in the former 
part of this verse, and makes the 
latter part intolerably harsh and ab- 
rupt. &erricare] 
‘ loathed,” ‘ respuistis,’ Vulg., Clarom., 


a y 
ol, [abominati estis] Syr.: ‘plus 
est éxwriew quam éfovdevety, hoc enim 
contemptum, illud et abominationem 
significat,’ Grot.; see Kypke, Obserr. 
Vol. 11. p. 280. Of the compounds of 
axriw, those with é& and éx are only 
used in the natural, and not, as xar- 
awr., darr., droxr., in the meta- 
phorical sense ; see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 
1g eq. Probably, as Fritz. suggests, 
éxrr. was here used rather than the 
More common drorr. by a kind of 
alliteration after éfov@evijcare, ‘non 
reprobastis aut respuistis,’ more esp. 


as a repetition of the same prep. in 
composition appears to be an occa- 
sional characteristic of the Apostle’s 
style; comp. Rom. ii. 17, xi. 7. De 
Wette feels a difficulty in étov@. and 
éterr. being applied to weipacyds on 
the part of the Galatians. Yet surely, 
whether referred to St Paul or to the 
Galatians, the expression is equally 
elliptical, and must in either case 
imply despising that which formed 
or suggested the retpaguds. 
ds Xprordy Inooty] ‘ (yea) as Christ 
Jesus ;’ climactic, denoting the deep 
affection and veneration with which 
he was received; comp. 2 Cor. v, 20: 
the Galatians received the Apostle 
not only as an angel, but as One 
higher and more glorious (Heb. i. 4), 
even as Him who was the Lord of 
angels. 

1£, +l¢ obv] ‘Of what kind then?’ 
scil, qv [inserted in DEK(y FG) ; mas.; 
Chrys.]; ‘qualie (not quanta), h.e. 
quam levis, quam inconstans, igitur 
erat;’ Fritz.: sorrowful enquiry, ex- 
pressive of the Apostle’s real estimate 
of the nature of their paxapiopds® 
ofyerat, dwidero’ Kaas ov« dropnrd- 
prevos, GANA BV eowricews evdertduevos” 
Theod.-Mops. If zo0 be adopted, 
for which there is greater external 
authority [ABCFGN ; 6 mss. ; Boern., 
Syr., Vulg., Copt., Arm., al.; Dam., 
Hier., al.], but which seems to bear 
every appearance of having been a 
correction (rd rls dvr? rod wrod rébexey, 
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Theod.), then éorly must be supplied, 
and ody taken in its ‘vis collectiva;’ 
whereas in the present case what has 
been called the vis reflexiva (‘takes 
up what has been said and continues 
it,’ Donalds. Crat. § 192) is more 
apparent; see Klotz, Devar, Vol. 1. 
p. 719, and notes on Phil, ii. 1. 
pakapiopes Sudyv] ‘the bogeting of 
your blessedness,’ ‘beatitatis vestre 
preedicatio,’ Beza; the Galatians 
themselves being obviously both the 
paxapltovres (not St Paul and others, 
(Ecum.; comp. Theoph.) and the 
paxaptfouevor’ see Rom. iv. 6 (where 
Aéyes Tov paxapiopsv=paxaplte), and 
comp. Fritz. ix loc. The word is 
occasionally found in earlier writers 
(e.g. Plato, Rep. IX. p. §91 D; Aristot. 
Rhet. I. 9. 4) and is of common oc- 
currence in the Greek liturgies; see 
Suicer, Thesaur. s.v. Vol. 11. p. 290 
gq. Tog opSadpoig 
tpav] ‘your eyes,’ ‘oculos vestros,’ 
Vulg., Clarom.; not ‘ your own eyes,’ 
Auth. (rovs ldlovs d¢Gadpous), as the 
article and pronoun are found in the 
N. T. constantly associated with 690. 
where no emphasis is intended ; comp. 
Joh. iv. 35, and see the numerous 
exx. in Bruder, Concord. s.v. p. 667. 
All inferences then from this passage 
that the doféveca of the Apostle was 
a disease of the eyes are in the highest 
degree precarious ; see Alf. in loc. 
Hopifavres] ‘having plucked out,’ 
‘eruissetis et dedissetis,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom.; participle expressive of an act 
emmediately prior to, and all but syn- 
chronous with, that of the finite verb; 
comp. Hermann, Viger, No. 224. 
That the verb éfoptrrew (‘ usgraban,’ 
Goth.) is a ‘verbum solemne’ (Mey.) 
for the extirpation of the eye (1 Sam. 
xi. 2, Herod. vim. 116, dc.) may 


perhaps be doubted, as éxxérrew 
é6f0adydv is used in cases apparently 
similar (Judges xvi. 21, comp. Lucian, 
Toxaris, 40), though more generally 
applicable to the simple destruction 
of the organ: see Demosth. p. 247. 
§82; Aristoph. Nub. 24 (Ay); Plu- 
tarch, Lycurg. 11 (Saxrnyplg). The 
Greek vocabulary on this subject is 
very varied; see the numerous syn- 
onyms in Steph. Zhes. s.v. épOarués. 
Wonare] ‘ye would have given;’ the 
dy [Rec. with D9EKL; mas.] being 
rightly omitted with greatly prepon- 
derating evidence [ABCD'FGN; 3 
mss.]; comp. John xv. 22, xix. II, 
This omission of the particle has a 
‘rhetorical’ force (Herm.), and differs 
from the past tense with dv, as mark- 
ing more definitely the certainty that 
the event mentioned in the apodosis 
would have taken place, if the re- 
striction expressed or implied in the 
protasis had not existed; see Herm. 
de Partic. dy, p, 58 sq.; Schmalfeld, 
Synt. § 79. p. 185. Whether this 
distinction can always be maintained 
in the N.T. is perhaps doubtful, as 
the tendency to omit dy in the apo- 
dosis (especially with the imperf.) is 
certainly a distinct feature of later 
Greek ; see Winer, Gr. § 42. 2, p. 273; 
and comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. s. v. 
x. 1, Vol. 1. p. 135. 

16. @ore] ‘So then?’ * Ergo?’ 
Vulg., Clarom,; consequence (ex- 
pressed interrogatively) from the pre- 
sent state of things as contrasted with 
the past,—‘so then, as things now 
stand, am I become your enemy?’ 
obx vets dore of wepiérrovres kal Bepa- 
mevovres Kal Tv ddOadpav Tipidbrepor 
dyovres; Tl rolvuy yéyove; wider 
€x$pa; Chrys. The consecutive force 
of Wore is more strongly pressed by 


IV. 16, 17. 


Your false teachers 5 
court you for selfi 
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ends: and ye are fickle. Would that I were with you, and could alter my tone. 


Meyer, who accordingly connects the 
particle with the interrogation rls ovy 
baxap.; of which it is to be conceived 
as expressing the special consequence, 
‘is it in consequence of the unstable 
nature of your paxap. that déc.’—but 
this seems to involve the necessity of 
regarding aprup® yap x.T.\. as paren- 
thetical, and seems less in accordance 
with the context than the general and 
more abrupt reference to present cir- 
cumstances ; see De Wette zn loc. 
The use of Wore with interrog. sen- 
tences is briefly noticed by Klotz, 
Devar. Vol, m1. p. 776. 

&Opds spay yéyova] ‘am I become 
your enemy?’ t.e. ‘hostile to you.’ 


195,Ss5 [dominus inimicitia 
n 


Syr. (both), ‘inimicus vobis,’ Vulg., 
Clarom. , ‘fijands’{Feind], Goth.,Copt., 
f&th., Arm.,—nearly all regarding 
éxOpés as used substantively, and 
appy. actively, as in most of the lan- 
guages above cited there are forms 
which would have distinctly conveyed 
the passive meaning. This latter 
meaning is adopted by Mey., Alf, 
al., and is not only grammatically 
admissible (éypés, as the gen. shows, 
acting here as a substantive), but 
even contextually plausible, as the 
opposition between the former love of 
the Galatians and their present aver- 
sion would thus seem more fully dis- 
played. Still as the active meaning 
yields a good sense, and is adopted by 
most of the ancient Vv., and as there 
is also some ground for believing that 
6 éxOpds dvOpwros (Clem. Recogn. I. 
70, 71, ‘ille inimicus homo’) was ac- 
tually a name by which the Judaists 
designated the Apostle, the active 
meaning is to be preferred; see 


Hilgenf. Clem. Recogn. p. 78, note; 


Wieseler, Chronol. p. 277. 

AdnPebwv] ‘by speaking the truth,’ 
scil. ‘because I speak the truth ;’ ovx 
otéa d\Anv alriay' Chrys. To what 
period does the participle refer? Cer- 
tainly not (a) to the present Epistle, 
as the Apostle could not now know 
what the effect would be (Schott) ; 
nor (5) to the first visit, when the 
state of feeling (ver. 15) was so very 
different,—but (c) to the second (Acts 
xviii. 23), when Judaism had probably 
made rapid advances; see Wieseler, 
Chronol. p. 277. No objection can 
be urged against this from the use of 
the pres. (imperf.) participle, as the 
action was still lasting; see Winer, 
Gr. § 45.1, p. 304; Schmalfeld, Synt. 
§ 202, p. 406.. 

17. {ndrodow tp.) ‘ They are pay- 
tng you court,’ scil. they are showing 
an anxious zeal in winning you over 
to their own party and opinions: con- 
trast between the honest truthfulness 
of the Apostle towards his converts, 
and the interested and self-seeking 
court paid to them by the Judaizing 
teachers. For an example of a si- 
milar use of ¢yAody (‘sich eifrig um 
Jem. kiimmern,’ Rost u. Palm, Lex. 
8.v.),—here neither exclusively in its 
better sense (2 Cor. xi. 2), nor yet in 
its worse (Acts vii. 9, comp. Chrys.), 
but in the neutral meaning of ‘ paying 
court to’ (‘studiose ambire,’ Fritz. ), — 
see Plut. vil. p. 762 (cited by Fritz.), 
trd xpelas rd prov Exovrar Kal fn- 
Aodow, Vorepov Se xal didrovow. 

GdAa dxuretorar «.T.A.] ‘nay they de- 
sire to exclude you,’ they not merely 
follow tbe positive and less dishonour- 
able course of tncluding you among 
themselves {Syr. read éy«X., but appy. 
only from mistake], but the baser 
and more negative one of excluding 
you from others to make you thus 
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court them. The omission of a gen. 
after éxxd. (see Kypke, Obs. 11. 181) 
makes it difficult to determine the 
objects from which the false teachers 
sought to exclude those whom they 
affected, and has caused the ellipsis to 
be supplied in various ways ; ¢.g. Tis 
rerelas yuioews (Chrys.), ‘a Christo 
et fiduci& ejus’ (Luther), ‘ab aliis om- 
nibus’ (Schott), ‘e circulis suis,’ <.e. 
‘by affecting exclusiveness to make 
you court them’ (Koppe, comp. 
Brown),—the last ingenious, but all 
more or less arbitrary. The only 
clue afforded by the context is the 
position of avrovs, which suggests a 
marked personal antithesis, and the 
use of éxxAelcat, which seems more 
naturally to refer to numbers or a 
community (Mey.) than to anything 
abstract or individual, Combining 
these two observations, we may per- 
haps with probability extend the refer- 
ence from St Paul (ed. 1; Fritz.) to 
that of the sounder portion of the 
Church with which he in thought 
associates himself, and from which he 
reverts back again to himeelf in ver. 
18, The moment of thought how- 
ever rests really on the verb, not on 
the objects to which it may be thought 
to refer. The Galatians were courted, 
and that oJ «adds in every way: 
direct proselytizing on the part of 
these teachers (if they had been sin- 
cere in their convictions) might have 
worn a semblance of being xanév 
their course however was rather (dA\\d) 
indirect, it was to tsolate their victims, 
that in their isolation they might be 
forced to affect those who thus dis- 
honestly affected them. °AAAd thus 
preserves its proper force, and be- 
comes practically corrective ; see Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 1%. p. 2, 3; Hartung, 
Partik, Vol. 11. p. 35. ‘The reading 


4as which has still some few defend- 
ers (Scholef. Hints, p. 96, comp. De 
W.) appears to have been a conjecture 
of Beza. Though said to have been 
since found in a few mss., the asser- 
tion of Scholz, ‘juds e codd, recent. 
Jere omnibus,’ is a complete mis-state- 
ment. LnAodre] ‘in order 
that ye may zealously affect them;’ 
purpose of the {yAovcw ov Kaas, tva 
not being adverbial (‘ubi, quo in 
statu,’ Fritz., Mey.), but the simple 
conjunction, associated here, as also in 
1 Cor. iv. 6, with the indic. per sole- 
cismum; see Winer, Gr. § ar. 0. 1, 
p. 259, and Green, Gr. p. 73, who 
calls attention to the fact that both 
soleecisms appear in a contracted verb, 
where they might certainly have more 
easily occurred. Hilgenfeld cites as a 
parallel Clem. Hom. x1. 16 (read 6), 
wa vripxev, but the preceding clause, 
el Oé\ere avroy worjoat, seems, struc- 
turally considered, in effect equivalent 
to ef érolycev, and bripxev only the 
imperf. ‘in re irrit& vel infecta,’"—a 
usage appy. not familiar to this ex- 
positor (see p. 131, and comp. notes 
on ch. ii. 2), but perfectly regular and 
idiomatic ; see Madvig, Synt. § 131; 
Schmalfeld, Syné. § 143, p. 294. It 
may be remarked that the MSS, and 
mss. (113, 219°* [{yA@re], only ex- 
cepted) are unanimous in the indic., 
and that all the ancient Vv. appear 
to have regarded wa as a conjunction. 

18. Kaddy 88 ro InAotoGar «7.A.] 
‘ But it 1a good to be courted in a good 
way at all times;’ contrasted state- 
ment of what it is to be courted ina 
good and lasting manner. There is 
some little obscurity in this verse 
owing to the studied and characteristic 
mwapovouacia (comp. Winer, Gr. § 68. 
I, p. 560) which marks the terms in 
which it is expressed. As the expla- 
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nations of the verse are somewhat 
varied, we may perhaps advantageous- 
ly premise the following limitations : 
(1) All interpretations which do not 
preserve one uniform meaning of {dw 
in both verses (e.g. Riick., and even 
De W. and Fritz.) may be rejected : 
from which it would seem to follow 
that év KaA@ does not point to the 
sphere of the {pA0odcGa:, in the sense 
of the virtues which called out the 
feeling (éri rij redXedrart, Theoph., 
comp. De W.),—as this would prac- 
tically cause {pAofv to pass from its 
neutral meaning ‘ambire’ to the more 
restricted ‘admirari,—but is to be 
regarded as simply adverbial (comp. 
Bernhardy, Synt. v. 8. b, p. 211), and 
perhaps as varied only from the pre- 
ceding xadds to harmonize structurally 
with the following é& 7@ mwapetvat 
(2) tnAotc Ga. must be regarded as 
pass. (comp. Syr.), not as a middle 
equiv. in sense to active (Yulg., Cla- 
rom., Goth.), as no evidence of such 
a use of {otc Ga: has yet been found: 
(3) the object of ¢Aofc@a: must be 
the Galatians, as in ver. 17, and not 
(Ust.) St Paul: (4) & r@ wapetvas ig 
not to be translated prospectively 
(Peile), but must mean simply, ‘when 
I am with you.’ Thus narrowed 
then, the meaning would seem to be, 
‘But it is a good thing to be the object 
of {fAos, to be courted, in an honest 
way (as you are by me, though not by 
them) at all times, and not merely just 
when I happen to be with you.’ Thus 
gnrotcGae év xad@ forms as it were 
& compound idea = (yAoicGa Kadds 
(Peile), and is in strict antithesis to 
the act. fA. od xadds in the preceding 
verse; see Wieseler, Chron. A post. 
p. 278. apes dyads] ‘with 
you,’ the primary idea of direction is 
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frequently lost sight of, especially 
with persons; comp. Johni. 1, 1 Thess. 
iii. 4, 2 Thess. ii. 5, and see notes on 
ch. i, 18. 

19. rexvla pou] ‘ My little children,’ 
appropriate introduction to the tender 
and affectionate address which follows. 
Usteri, Scholz, Lachmann, and other 
expositors and editors connect these 
two words with ver. 18, putting a 
comma only after buds. By such a 
punctuation (suggested probably by 
a difficulty felt in the idiomatic 3¢, 
ver. 20) the whole effect of the pre- 
sent address is lost, and the calm and 
semi-proverbial comment of ver. 18, 
to which it now forms such a sudden 
and tender contrast, is weakened by the 
addition of an incongruous appeal. 
The appropriate and affectionate rexvla 
(only here in St Paul, but often in St 
John) is changed by Lachm. into réxva 
{with BFGN], but rightly retained by 
the majority of recent editors. 

@Slve}] ‘72 am in travail,’ not ‘in 
utero gesto’ (Heinsius, Exerc. p. 424, 
comp. Alf.),—a meaning for which 
there is no satisfactory authority in 
the N. T. or the LXX, but simply 


‘parturio,’ Vulg.,Clarom., Yauto 


a 6 
[sum parturiens] Syr., with the idea 
not so much of the pain, as of the long 
and continuous effort of travail: see 
exx. in Loesner, Obs. p. 333, and ob- 
serve the tender touch in the rdw, 
scil. dore Tay wadatdy Walywy dyayeiv 
els pyhunv. The use of wilyw in eccl. 
writers is illustrated by Suicer, Zhes. 
Vol. 1. p. 1595. dx prs od 
popdaby] ‘until Christ be formed,’ 
‘until the new man, Christ in us (ch. 
ii. 20, comp. Eph. iii. 17), receive as 
I doubt not he will (&» perhaps de- 
signedly omitted ; see ch. iii. 19, and 
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Herm. de Partic. dy, p. 40), his com- 
pleted and proper form ;’ the obvious 
meaning of this word (éfecxoviferac, 
elSowoteto Oar, see Heinsius, Exerc. p. 
424) seeming to show that the meta- 
phor is continued, though in a changed 
application. The doctrinal meaning 
of pop. is alluded to by Ust. Lehrd. 
Il. {. 3, p. 225 8q., but see esp. 
Waterland, on Regen. Vol. IV. 445, 
who satisfactorily shows that this pas- 
sage cannot be urged in favour of a 
second regeneration. On the 
meaning of dyp: and its distinction 
from péxpt, see notes on 2 Tim. ii. 9. 
20. HOedov 8€] ‘IZ could indeed wish ;’ 
imperf. without dy, comp. Rom. ix. 3, 
Acts xxv. 22. In all such cases the 
simple imperf., which here appears in 
the true distinctive character of the 
tense (Bernh. Synt. x. 3, 373), must 
be referred to a suppressed conditional 
clause, vellem sc. si possem, si liceret 
(Fritz. Rom. ix. 3, Vol. 1. p. 245), 
but must be distinguished from the 
imperf. with 4», which involves a 
thought (‘but I will not’) which is 
here not intended: see Herm. de Par- 
tic. dy, p. 56; Winer, Gr. § 41. 2, p. 
253. The distinction drawn by Scho- 
mann (Jaceus, X. 1, p. 435, cited by Win.) 
between 70edov or éBoudéuny with ay 
(‘ significat voluntatem a conditione 
suspensam, sc. vellem, si liceret’) and 
without dy (‘vere nos illud voluisse, 
etiam si omittenda fuerit voluntas, 
scilicet, quod frustra nos velle cogno- 
vimus,’—in such cases often with a 
preparatory yey) is subtle, but appy. 
of limited application, even in earlier 
Greek: in later Greek it is still more 
precarious ; see notes on ver. 15. The 
omission of 4» in cases of ‘objective 
necessity’ is well treated by Stallbaum 


on Plato, Sympos. p. 190 0, p. 130. 

St has caused some difficulty to be 
felt in the connexion. Scholef. (Hints, 
Pp. 77) proposes to regard dé as redun- 
dant ; Hilgenfeld commences with 7@e- 
doy 5¢ a new clause, leaving ver. 20 an 
unfinished address, This is not neces- 
sary ; the present use of 82 is analogous 
to its use with personal pronouns after 
vocatives or in answers (Bernhardy, 
Synt. 111. 8, p. 73; Pors. Orest. 614), 
the principle of explanation being the 
same, ‘adseveratio non sine opposi- 
tione ;’ see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 
365 sq. This ‘opposition’ Meyer 
traces in the tacit contrast between 
the subject of his wish, to be present 
with them, and his actual absence and 
separation. dpri] ‘now ;’ 
see notes on ch. i. 9. 

dAdEa rv hovijy pov] ‘to change 
my voice,’ scil. to a milder, not neces- 
sarily to a more mournful (Chrys.), 
still less to a more severe tone (Mi- 
chael.), which would be wholly at 
variance with the preceding affection- 
ate address, There does not however 
appear any historical allusion to the 
tone which the Apostle used at his 
last visit (Wieseler, Chron. A post. p. 
280, note), but only to the severity of 
tone adopted generally in this epistle. 
The peculiar meanings of d)\Adfac 
adopted by Theodoret (ray perv rip 
éxtrporhy Opnvijca trav Se 7d BéBatov 
Oavypdoas’ comp. also Theod.-Mops.), 
Greg.-Nyss. (ué\X\wy peraribévar Thy 
toroplay els tpomixiy Oewplay), Grotius 
(‘modo asperius modo lenius loqui ’), 
Whitby (‘temper my voice’), al.,— 
seem all artificial, and are certainly 
not confirmed by the two exx. cited 
by Wetst., viz. Artemidor. 0. 20, and 
Dio Chrys. §9, p. 575, in both of which 
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Ye understand not 
the deeper meanings 
of the law, as the al- 
legory of Abraham’s 
two sons, the one typ- 
ical of the earthly, 
the other of the hea- 
venly Jerusalem, will fully prove, 


there are qualifications which render 
the meaning more apparent. 

The change of tense wrapetvat, dd\Adtat, 
must not be overpressed (Peile), such 
a change being only due to the essen- 
tial difference of meaning between the 
two verbs, and even in the case of 
other verbs being far from uncommon; 
see Jelf, Gr. § 401. 5; Winer, Gr. § 40. 
2, p. 238. drropotpat] ‘7 


am perplexed, Arm., zy oLkol 


{obstupesco] Syr., drop. being a pass. 


in a deponent sense; comp. John xiii. 
22, Acts xxv. 20, 2Cor. iv.8. Fritzsche 
(Opusc. p. 257) still adopts the pure 
pass. sense, ‘nam in vestro cetu de 
me trepidatur, t.e. sum vobis suspectus’ 
(comp. Vulg., Clarom., ‘confundor’), 
but this is at variance with the regu- 
lar use of the verb in the N.T., and 
ill harmonizes with the wish which 
the Apostle has just expressed. He 
feels perplexed as to how he shall 
bring back the Galatians to the true 
faith; by d\nGevwv he had called out 
their aversion, perhaps a change of 
tone might work some good. 
dv dpty] ‘in you,’ scil. ‘about you,’ 
év, as usual, marking as it were the 
sphere in which, or substratum on 
which, the action takes place; see 
Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 345, and com- 
pare 2 Cor. vii. 16, Oaf60 é» vpyiv. 
Other constructions of drop. are found 
in the N, T., e.g. with wepl, John xiii. 
22, and with els, Acts xxv. 20. 

a1. Adyeré pow x«.1.A.] Illustration 
of the real difference between the law 
and the promise as typified in the 
history of the two sons of Abraham; 
see notes on ver. 24. 
Ofrovres] ‘are willing, desirous ;’ not 
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Aéyeré jot, of UTS vopov Oérovres 21 
‘ a 
elvat, TOV vopoy ovK aKkoveTe; 


yeypa- 22 


ara yap Str ‘ABpaap dvo vious éryev, 


without emphasis and significance; od 
yap tis rOv mpayudrwv dxodovilas, 
GANG THs éxelvuw dxalpov diroverxlas 7d 
wpaypa qv’ Chrys, Tov vonoy ovK 
dx.] ‘do ye not hear the law?’ ‘do ye 
not give ear to what it really says?’ 
Various shades of meaning have been 
given to this verb. Usteri and Meyer 
retain the simplest meaning, with ref. 
to the custom of reading in the syna- 
gogues (Luke iv, 16),—an interpr. to 
a certain degree countenanced by the 
ancient gloss dvaywwoxere [DEFG; 
3 mss.; Vulg., Clarom., al.]. As how- 
ever (1) it is fairly probable that the 
law was not as commonly read in 
Christian communities as in the Jewish; 
—Justin Mart. Apol. 1. p, 83, men- 
tions only ra dropynpoveduara roy 
drocrd\wy, 4 TA cuyypdumara Troy 
wpopnrav’ but this must not be pressed, 
as the earliest congregations probably 
to some extent adopted the practice 
of the synagogue; see Bingham, An- 
tig. XIII. 4:—and (2) as of Oédovres 
refers rather to persons Judaically 
inclined than confirmed Judaists; the 
meaning ‘give ear to’ (scarcely s0 much 
as ‘attento animo percipere,’ Schott) 
seems most suitable in the present 
case; comp. Matth. x. 14, Luke xvi. 
209, 31. 

22. yéypawrat ydp] ‘ For it ts writ- 
ten ;’ explanatory proof from the law 
of the justice of the negation involved 
in the foregoing question. The par- 
ticle ydp has here the mixed argu- 
mentative and explanatory force in 
which it is so often found in these 
Epp., and approaches somewhat in 
meaning to the more definite profecto: 
see Hartung, Partik. ydp, 2. 3, Vol.t. 
p: 464 sq.; Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 
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O mev EK THS WaloleKns KaTa TapKa YeyevvnTat, oO dE 


24 ex Ths eAevOepas dia Ths émaryyeXas. 


234 sq.; and comp. Hand, Tursell. 
Vol. 1. p. 376. The Apostle explains 
by the citation the meaning of his 
question, while at the same time he 
slightly proves the justice of putting 
it; see notes on 1 Thess. il. 1. 

ris wadlonns] ‘the bond-maid ;’ the 
well-known one, Hagar. The word 
is not always used in this restricted 
sense; see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 239. 

23. GAN] ‘ Howbeit.’ The full force 
of this particle may be felt in the 
statement of the complete opposition 
of character and nature between the 
two sons which it introduces; ‘ Abra- 
ham had two sons; though sprung 
from a common father, they were not- 
withstanding of essentially different 
characters.’ On the force of this par- 
ticle, see the good article by Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. Il. p. 1 8q. 

Kard odpKxa] ‘according to the flesh,’ 
scil. ‘after the regular course of 
nature,’ Bloomf., xara ptcews dxodou- 
6lay, Chrys.; not perhaps without 
some idea of imperfection, weakness, 
éc. and, as the next clause seems to 
hint, some degree of latent opposition 
to mwvedua’ see Miiller, Doctr. of Sin, 
Vol. 1. p. 355 (Clark); Tholuck, Stud. 
u. Krit. for 1858, p. 487; and comp. 
notes on ch. iii. 3. Sia Tis 
érayye\las] ‘by means of, by virtue of 
(Hamm.) the promise,’ not ‘under the 
promise’ (Peile) ; the prep. here mark- 
ing not merely the ‘condition,’ ‘ cir- 
cumstances’ (5c? dropov7s, Rom. viii. 
25), but, as Usteri justly remarks, de- 
noting the causa medians of the birth 
of Isaac. Through the might and by 
virtue of the promise (see Gen. xviii. 
Io) Sarah conceived Isaac, even as 
the Virgin conceived our Lord through 


e 4 


aTiWa eorTv 


the divine influence imparted at the 
Annunciation ; see Chrys. in loc., who 
however reads xar’ éwraryyeXlav. 

24. drwa] ‘All which things viewed 
in their most general light;’ Col. ii. 
23, drud éorw Adyov pev Exovra. It 
is very doubtful whether Usteri is cor- 
rect in maintaining that drwa is here 
simply equivalent to & The differ- 
ence between és and Sorts may not be 
always very distinctly marked in the 
N. T., but there are certainly grounds 
for asserting that in very many of the 
cases where doris appears used for ds 
it will be found to be used either,— 
(1) Indefinitely, 2.e. where the ante- 
cedent is more or less indefinite, either 
(a) in its own nature, from involving 
some general notion (Pape, Lex. 8. v. 
Serts, 2), or (6) from the way the sub- 
ject is presented to the reader; e.g. 
Phil. i. 28 (where the subject is really a 
portion of a sentence), Col. ii. 23, al.: 
in such cases the relative frequently 
agrees with the consequent, see exx. 
in Winer, Gr. § 24. 3, p. 150: the 
present passage appears to fall under 
this head, as the subject is not merely 
the facts of the birth of the two sons, 
but all the circumstances viewed 
generally :—(2) Classijfically, t.e. where 
the subject is represented as one of a 
class or category, ¢.g. ch. ii. 4, 1 Cor. 
iii, 17 (see Mey. in loc.); comp. 
Matth. Gr. § 483; Jelf, Gr. § 816. 4: 
—(3) Explicatively, e.g. Eph. i. 23 
(see Harless zn loc.); not merely in a 
causal sense, as is commonly asserted ; 
see Ellendt, Lex. Soph. s.v. 3, Vol. 1. 
p- 385, comp. Herm. Gd. Rex, 688 | 
(714) :—or lastly (4) Differentially, i.e. 
where it denotes an attribute which 
essentially belongs to the nature of 
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Gro Spous Diva, eis dovAciav yervaca, iris eotiv “Ayap. 


the antecedent; comp. 1 Cor. v. 1; 
see Jelf, Gr. § 816. 5, and Kriiger, 
Sprachl. § 51. 8. 1 sq. 

Great difference of opinion however 
still exists among scholars upon this 
subject. After the instances cited by 
Struve (who has said all that can be 
said in favour of an occasional equiva- 
lence), Quest. Herod. 1, p. 2 8q., it 
seems best to adopt the opinion of 
Ellendt, 7. c., that though the equiva- 
lence of 8orcs and 4s has been far too 
generally applied, there are still a few 
instances even in classical Greek. In 
later Greek this permutation took 
place more often, see Rost u. Palm, 
Lex. 8. v. 1. Bb. 2, Vol. It. p. 5473 
still it must never be admitted unless 
none of the above distinctions can 
fairly be applied. lori 
ddAnyopobmeva] ‘are allegorized,’ ‘are 
allegorical,’ ‘by the which things 
another thing is meant,’ Genev.- 
Transl.; érépws pev Aeyoueva, érépws 
dé voovmeva, Schol. ap. Matth.; dddx- 
yoplay éxddece rhy éx wapadécews Tuy 
957 yeyovérwr rpds TA wapéyra ciryKpt- 
ow Theod.-Mops. As the simple 
meaning of the word in this passage 
has been somewhat obscured by exe- 
getical glosses, it may be observed 
that d\Arryopety properly means to ‘ex- 
press or explain one thing under the 
image of another’ (comp. Plutarch, de 
Isid. et Osir. § 32, p. 363, “EAAnves 
Kpévov dddrpyopofe: Trdv xpévor), and 
hence in the pass., ‘to be so expressed 
or explained;’ comp. Clem. Alex. 
Strom. Vv. 11, p. 687, ddAnyopetc bal 
ria é€x ray dvondruw doubrepor’ ib. 
Protrept. 11, p. 86, Sgis ddAryopetrat 
tpovh éxt yaordpa tprovea’ Porphyr. 
Vu. Pythag. p. 185 (Cantabr. 1655), 
where dAArryopeto Ga: is in antithesis to 
xowodoyeicbas’ see exx. in Wetst. tn 


loc. and in Kypke, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 282. 
The explanation of Chrys. is thus per- 
fectly clear and satisfactory; ob roto 
de pdbvov () loropla) wrapadndrot Srep 
galveraz, G\AA cal GAr\a Twa dvayo- 
peve. The remarks made above, ch. 
iii. 16, apply here with equal force to 
the late attempts of several modern 
expositors (¢.g. Meyer, De Wette, 
Jowett) to represent this as a subjec- 
tive, t.e. to speak plainly, an erroneous 
interpretation of St Paul arising from 
his rabbinical education. It would be 
well for such writers to remember 
that St Paul is here declaring, under 
the influence of the Holy Spirit, that 
the passage he has cited has a second 
and a deeper meaning than it appears 
to have: that it has that meaning 
then is a positive, objective, and in- 
disputable truth: see Olshausen’s note 
tn loc.; Hofmann, Schriftb. Vol. 11. 2, 
p. 59; and the sound remarks of 
Waterland (Pref. to Script. Vol. rv. 
p- 159) on the general nature of an 
allegory. atrat] ‘these women,’ 
Tay wadluy éxelywy al unrépes ) Tdpsa 
cal }“Avyap’ Chrys. The insertion of 
the art. before dvo (Rec.) is opposed to 
the authority of all the uncial MSS. 
except &, and is rejected by nearly all 
modern editors. pla pv x.7.A,] 
‘one indeed from Mount Sinai,’ scil. 
originating from, taking its rise from ; 
dwé, with its usual local force, mark- 
ing the place or centre (Alf.) whence 
the d:aPjxyn emanated ; comp. Kriiger, 
Sprachl. § 68. 16. 5. The ev has 
here no striotly correlative 5é¢, as that 
in ver. 26 refers to rq viv ‘Iepouc. 
in the verse immediately preceding ; 
comp. Winer, Gr. § 63. 2. e, p. 508. 

es Sovrclay yevvaca] ‘bearing chil- 
dren unto bondage,’ t.e. to pass under 
and to inherit the lot of bondage; 
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25. 7d yap “Ayap Zwa bpos] The reading adopted by Lachm. viz. 7d yap 
ZwG with CFGN; 17; Aug., Boern., Vulg., Auth., Arm.; Cyr., Epiph., Dam.; 
Orig. (interpr.), Hieron., al. (Ust., De W., Griesb. ‘forsitan;’ see Hofm. 
Schrifth. Vol, 11. 2, p. 62) is plausible and gives a very satisfactory sense. Still 
Tisch. ed. 2, 7 (see Mill, Mey., Scholz), appears to have rightly returned to the 
Text. Rec., as the juxtaposition of yap and “A-yap would render (on paradiplo- 
matic considerations, Pref. p. xxii) the omission of the latter word very pro- 


bable. 


The conversion of the former into éé [Tisch. ed. 1 with ABDE; 37. 73. 


80, Copt. (Wilk., not Bétt.), Cyr. 1.] was perhaps suggested by the péy in 


ver. 24. 


SovAn Fv ["Ayap} Kal els Souvdrelay 
éyéwa’ Theoph. frig doriv 
*“Ayap] ‘and this ts Hagar.’ The use 
of Sorts here seems to fall under (4): 
it is this covenant peculiarly, this one 
of which the differentia is that it ori- 
ginates from Sinai, which is allegori- 
cally identical with Hagar ; see above, 
and esp. Jelf, Gr. § 816. 4. 

25. Tdoydap “Ayap «7.A.] ‘For the 
word Hagar is mount Sinai in Arabia,’ 
t.e. among the Arabians; 7d dé Zwa 
Bpos ovrw pweOepunveverar TH erixwplyp 
airay yAdrry Chrys.: etymological 
reason, added almost parenthetically, 
for the foregoing statement of the 
allegorical identity of Mount Sinai 
and Hagar, 7d not agreeing with 
“Ayap but referring to it in its abs- 
tract form (Jelf, Gr. § 457. 1), and & 
rj ’ApaBlg not supplying a mere to- 
pographical statement (comp. Syr., 
Copt.), but serving to define the peo- 
ple by whom Sinai was so called; 
rovro TZ Trav ’ApdBuv ywooy “Avyap 
kadetrat’ Schol. ap. Matth. 

It is thus obvious that this interpre- 
tation presupposes that “Ayap was a 
provincial name of the mountain. Nor 
does this seem at all improbable ; 
though we are bound to say that the 
corroborative evidence from the mo- 
dern appellations of the mountain is 
less strong than the appeals to it 
(Bloomf.; Forster, Geogr. of Arabia, 


Vol. I. p. 182) would seem to imply. 


The best authority for the assertion 
seems to be the careful and diligent 
Biisching (Zrdbeschr. Vol. V- p. 535), 
who adduces the statement of Harant 
that Sinai was still called ‘Hadschar’ 
in his time (‘Hadsch heisst bekannt- 
lich auch Fels:’ Ritter, Erdkunde, 
Vol. xvi. Part 1. p. 1086), though 
now it is commonly called either 
‘Dschebel Musa’ (in a more limited 
reference), or ‘Dschebel et Tar:’ see 
Ritter, Hrdk. Vol. xtv. Part 1. p. 5353 
Martiniere, Dict. Geogr. et Crit. s.v- 
‘Sinai.’ It must also be said that the 
evidence from etymology also is not 
very strong, as the Arabian word 
‘Hadjar’ (comp. Chald. ‘2° Gen. 
Xxxi. 47); appears certainly only to 
mean ‘a stone’ (see Freytag, Lex. 
Arab, 8.v. Vol. 1. p. 346), still,—even 
if we leave unnoticed the fact of there 
having been a town called “Ayap in 
the vicinity (Ewald ; comp. Assemann, 
Bibl. Orient. Vol. m1. 2, p. 753),— 
there are so many analogous instances 
of mountains bearing names in which 
the word ‘stone’ is incorporated (e.g. 
‘Weissenstein,’ al.), that there seems 
nothing unnatural in supposing that 
"Ayap actually was, and possibly may 
be now, the strictly provincial name 
of the portion of the mountain new 
commonly called ‘Dschebel Musa.’ 
This St Paul might bave learnt during 
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his stay in that country. It must 
be admitted that we escape all this if 
we adopt the reading of Lachmann: 
Td yap Zwa&...’ApaBig will then form 
& parenthesis, and the emphasis will 
rest on év 77 ’Apafia’ ‘For Mount 
Sinai is in Arabia,’— Arabia, the home 
of the bond-maid’s children, the vlo? 
"Ayap, Baruch iii. 23; comp. Hof- 
mann, Schriftb. Vol. 11.2. p. 63. In 
this case also d:aOyjxn is the subject of 
cuveraxe (opp. to Hofm.), without 
the grammatical distortion in making 
Hagar the subject. Still there is a 
difficulty in the covenant being said 
cuvoroyeiy’ as doudela (SovrAever yap) 
is plainly the terttum comparaitonis 
between Hagar and Jerusalem, and 
the assertion 771s ¢éorly “Ayap is really 
not so much supported by the sen- 
tence which follows, as by the em- 
phasis which is assumed to rest on é& 
Ty 'ApaB., the last words of it. We 
have therefore nothing better to offer 
than the former interpretation. 

ovverrorxet 84] ‘she stands too m the 
same file or rank with, ‘is conform: 
able with,’ Arm.,—the nominative 
obviously being “Ayap (‘que conso- 
nat,’ Clarom.), not Zed Spos (Vulg.), 
nor even pla dadixy (De W.), as 
there would thus be no point of com- 
parison (Sovdela) between the subject 
of cuvorotxye? and 7 vOv'Iepovc. (Mey.) ; 
see above. The éé (‘und zwar,’ Hil- 
genf.) appears to add a fresh explana- 
tory characteristic, and retains its 
proper force in the latent contrast 
that the addition of a new fact brings 
with it; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. 
p. 362. Luvcroxety is best illustrated 
by Polyb. Hist. x. 21 (cited by 
Wetst.), cufvyoivras xal ovorosxolv 
ras dapdvers where cuivy. evidently 
refers to soldiers in the same rank, 


y de avw ‘lepoveadnu eAevOépa eariv, 26 


cvorotx. to soldiers in the same ile: 
see Fell en loc., where the two lists 
are drawn out; each name in which 
cvoroxet with those in the same list, 
but dyricroxe? with those in the 
opposite list. The geographical 
gloss of Chrys. yerndte, dmrreras 
(‘qui conjunctus est,’ Vulg., ‘ga- 
marko’ [comp. ‘marge ’] Goth.), due 
probably to the assumption that Zwa 
8pos is the nom. to cuvcrorxel, is not 
exegetically tenable, and has been re- 
jected by nearly all modern exposi- 
tors. vy viv ‘Tep.] ‘the 
present Jerusalem,’ scil. rj évravda, 77 
éri ys, Schol. ap. Matth.: ‘antithe- 
ton superna ; nunc temporis est, supra 
loci ;’ Bengel. Sovlevar ydp] 
‘for she ts tn bondage,’ scil. rats 
voutxats waparnpjcecw, Schol. ap. 
Matth.; comp. Hofmann, Schriftd. 
Vol. 11. 2, p. 61; the nom. being 7 
viv ‘Tep., and the dp serving to con- 
firm the justice of the assertion of 
gvorotxia. The reading 8¢ [ Rec. 
with D?EKL; al.; Syr.-Phil. (marg.), 
al.; Ff.] is rightly rejected by most 
recent editors with preponderant ex- 
ternal evidence, viz. ABCD!FGN; 
many mss. and Vv. 

26. | 88 dvm ‘Iepovoadrp] ‘ But 
the Jerusalem above ;’ contrast to the 
% viv‘Iep. of the preceding verse: the 
correspondence of Sarah, 1.e. the other 
covenant, with the heavenly Jerusa- 
lem is assumed as sufficiently obvious 
from the context. The meaning of 
dyvw can acarcely be considered doubt- 
ful. It cannot be local (Mount Sion, 
7 dvw wos, Elsner, al.), as this is in- 
consistent with the foregoing »6v, nor 
yet temporal (‘the ancient Jerus., the 
Salem of Melchizedek,’ Michael., al.), 
as such a ref. is inconsistent with a 
context which only points to later 
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periods,—but has simply its usual 
ethical reference, ‘ above,’ ‘ heavenly,’ 
‘que sursum est,’ Vulg., Clarom., 


As) Syr.-Phil.; comp. ‘Iepouvca- 
- ¥ 


Ah ewoupdsos, Heb. xii. 22, ‘Iepouc. 
xawh, Rev. iii. 12, xxi. 2; see the 
rabbinical quotations in Wetst., and 
comp. Ust. Lehrb. 11. 1. 2, p. 182. 
As Jerusalem 7 viv was the centre of 
Judaism and the ancient theocratic 
kingdom, so Jerusalem 7 dvyw is the 
typical representation of Christianity 
and the Messianic kingdom. 

On the threefold meaning of ‘Tepouc. 
in the N.T. (scil. the heavenly com- 
munity of the righteous, the Church 
on eatth, the new Jerus. on the glo- 
rified earth), and the distinction ob- 
served by St John between ‘Iepouca- 
Ady (the sacred name) and ‘Iepoos- 
Aupa, see Hengstenb. on Apocal. Vol. 
It. p. 319 (Clark); and on the general 
use and meaning of the expression, 
the learned treatise of Schoettgen, 
Hore Hebr. Vol. i. p. 1205—1248. 
fitig «.7.d.] ‘and this one (this drw 
‘Iepouc.) is owr mother;’ iris being 
used appy., a8 in ver. 24, in its ‘dif- 
ferential’ sense (see notes on ver. 24) 
and retaining the emphasis, which, as 
the order of the words seems to imply, 
does not rest on jay (Winer). 

The addition of wdyrwv before judy 
(Ree., [Lachm.], with AC®K LN 4; mss. ; 
Arab.-Pol., al.) is rightly rejected by 
Tisch., al., with BC'DEFGN!; § mas., 
and majority of Vv. and Ff. 

27. yéeypawrat yap] ‘ For it is writ- 
ten ;’ proof of the clause immediately 
preceding, 7s x«.7.X., from the pro- 
phetic consolation of Isaiah (ch. liv. 
1), which though esp. addressed pri- 


marily to Israel and Jerusalem (Kno- 
bel, Jes. p. 380), was directed with a 
further and fuller reference to the 
Church of which they were the types. 
bijgov] ‘break forth (into a cry).’ The 
ellipsis is usually supplied by ¢wv7p, 
see Rost u. Palm, s.v. frry., and the 
numerous examples of pijtov gurhy 
cited by Wetst. in loc. The critical 
accuracy of Schott leads him to sup- 
ply edppoodrny (Isaiah xlix. 13, lii. 9), 
reverting to ef¢pdvOyrt, on the prin- 
ciple that the ellipsis is always to be 
supplied from the context; compare 
‘erumpere gaudium,’ Terent. un. 
Ilr. §. 2. It is pérhaps more simple to 
supply Sofy, derived from Bénoor with 
which pjfor is so closely jomed ; or 
still more probably, to regard pifor as 
understood from long usage to be 
simply equivalent to xpatov’ pigtaro, 
xpatdrw° Hesych. Srv wodAd...pad- 
Aov K.7.A.] ‘for many are the children 
of the desolate more than of her that 
hath the husband,’ ‘ multi filii desertse 
magis quam dc.’ Vulg., Clarom., 
Goth. ; woAAd paAXov being not simply 
equivalent to mAeclova 7, but implying 
that both should have many, but the 
desolate one more than the other 
(Mey.). The compound expression 77s 
éxotcns tév dvdpa answers to the 


simpler np (| ANiass, Byr. ; 


sim. Atth., Arm.) in the original, 
and is thus little more than ‘the 
married one,’ the force of the art. (rdv 
&ydpa) being perhaps, as Alf. observes, 
too delicate to be expressed in Eng- 
lish. This prophecy is some- 
what differently applied by Clem. 
Cor. 11. 2, and Orig. in Rom. vi. Vol. 
II, p. 33 (ed. Lomm.); 9 oretpa being 
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referred more peculiarly to the Gen- 
tile chuich as opposed to the Jewish 
church (rdy Soxotyrwy Exew Oedy) ; 
whereas St Paul understands under 
the image of Sarah («rnp judy») the 
church as composed both of Jews 
and Gentiles, and thus as standing in 
contradistinction to the children of the 
law, the bond-children of the ancient 
theocracy. 

28. Spets Sé] ‘But ye; applica- 
tion of the foregoing allegory to the 
case of those whom the Apostle is now 
addressing; the 5¢ being here pera- 
Barixéy (Hartung, Partik. 5é, 2. 3, 
Vol. 1. p. 165, see notes on ch. i. 11), 
and marking a transition to the 
readers while also hinting at their con- 
trast to the children of rfjs éyovons 
tov dvdpa. If the reading of Rec. 
hu...€opev be adopted, which however, 
though well supported [ACD®EKLN ; 
mss.; Aug., Syr., Vulg., Copt., Goth., 
Aéth.-Platt, Arm.; Chrys., Theod., 


Theodrt., al.], is opposed to gond ex- 


ternal evidence [BD!FG ; 4 mas.; Cla- 
rom., Sah., Acth.-Pol.; Orig., Iren.; 
Ambr., Ambrst., al.}, and is suspi- 
cious as appy. being a conformation to 
ver. 31; then dé must be considered 
as indicating a resumption of ver. 26, 
after the parenthetical quotation in 
ver. 27: see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 
377; Hartung, Partik. 5é, 3. 1, Vol. 1. 
p- 173. xara *Ioadx] 
‘after the example of Isaac; xara 
pointing to the ‘norma’ or example 
which was furnished by Isaac; s0 
1 Pet. i, 15, kara roy xadécavra’ Eph. 
iv. 24, Col. iii. 10: see Winer, Gr. 
§ 49. d, p. 358. Several exx. of this 
usage are cited by Kypke, Obs. Vol. 
II, 284, and Wetst. tn loc. 

éwayyellas tikva] ‘children of pro- 


mise. These words admit of three 
interpretations ;—(a) ‘children who 
have God's promise ;’ or (6) ‘children 
promised by God,’ t.e. the seed pro- 
mised by God to Abraham; or (c) 
‘children of, te. by virtue of, pro- 
mise. Both the emphasis, which 
appears from the order to rest on 
érayy., and the words da rijs éwayy., 
ver. 23, seem decisively in favour of 
the last interpretation; comp. Rom. 
ix. 8, and see Fritz. in loc. 

29. GAN dorwrep] ‘Howbett as,’ 
special notice of an instructive and 
suggestive comparison between the 
circumstances of the types and of the 
antitypes, d\\d with its usual adver- 
sative force directmg the reader's 
attention to a fresh statement, which 
involves a species of contrast to the 
former; ‘ye are children of promise 
it is true, howbeit ye must expect 
persecution :’ see esp. Chrys. tn loc., 
and comp. Klotz, Dever. Vol. 11. p. 29. 
&8lwnev] ‘persecuted,’ ‘persequebatur,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., al.; imperf., as desig- 
nating an action which still spiritually 
continues; see Winer, Gr. § 40. 3, 
p. 240. Whether the reference is to be 
regarded as (a) exclusively to Genesis 
xxi.9, PAYD.. WANS MY NIA 
(A(lf., Ewald, al.), or (b) to an ancient 
and, sinceitis thus cited by St Paul, true 
tradition of the Jewish Church (see 
below), will somewhat depend on the 
meaning assigned to PNY in Gen. Jc. 
That it may mean ‘mocked’ (opp. to 
Knobel in doc.) seems certain from Gen. 
XXxix. 14, 17, and indeed from the com- 
mand in Gen. xxi. 10. As however it 
dves appear to mean no more than 
‘playing like a child,’ ralfovra, LXX, 
‘ludentem,’ Vulg. (see Tisch. tn loc., 
and Gesen. ez. s.v.), and as Joseph. 
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(Antig. I. 12. 3) says only Kaxoupyety 
atrdy Suvdjevoy, it seems on the whole 
best to adopt (): see Beresch. LIII. 15 
(Wetst.), ‘Ismael tulit arcum et 
sagittas et jaculatus est Isaacum, et 
pree se tulit ac si luderet ;’ and Studer 
(in Ust.), who alludes to a similar 
rabbinical interpretation founded on 
the cabbalistic equivalence in numbers 
of the letters in PO¥ and the explicit 
"213; comp. Hackspan, Notes on 
Script. Vol. I. p. 220. 

vov xara IIvetpa] ‘him that was ac- 
cording to the Spirit,’ scil. yewnbérra, 
supplied from the preceding clause. 
It need scarcely be said that the prep. 
does not here point to the cause or 
medium, ‘Dei opera’ (Vatabl.), but 
simply means ‘according to,’ t.e. in 
accordance with the working by pro- 
mise of the Holy Spirit; comp. Rom. 
iv. 19, 20. Kara odpxa refers to the 
natural laws according to which Ish- 
mael was born; xard IIvedua to the 
supernatural laws according to which 
Isaac was conceived and born. 

otrws Kal viv] ‘80 also is it now, 
ecil. those descended from Abraham 
xara odpxa (the Jews) still persecute 
the free children of promise (the 
Christians). The sentiment is ex- 
pressed in general terms, but perhaps 
may here be conceived as pointed at 
the pernicious efforts of the Judaizers, 
which probably involved persecution 
both spiritual and material; comp. 
Meyer in loc. A good sermon 
on this text, though with a somewhat 
special application, will be found in 
Farindon, Serm. x1. Vol. 1. p. 287 sq. 
(ed. 1849). 

30. ddAd] ‘ Nevertheless.’ strongly 
consolatory declaration (rapapvéla 
ixayvj' Chrys.) introducing a distinct 
contrast with the preceding declara- 


tion of the persecution, and calling 
away the thought of the reader to a 
totally fresh aspect; ‘avocat mentem 
ab illis tristibus ad illam rem quam 
jam opponit:’ Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. 
p. 6. 4 ypadr] ‘ the 
Scripture.’ The following words are 
really the words of Sarah to Abraham, 
but confirmed, ver. 12, by God Him- 
self ; ‘ejecta est Agar Sarf postulante 
et Deo annuente:’ Est. The interro- 
gative form which introduces the 
citation gives it force and vigour; 
comp. Rom. iv. 3, x. 8, xi. 4. 

of ydp pi) xAnpovoprijoy] ‘shall in 
no wise be heir;’ emphatic: ‘liberi 
autem ex concubin& conditionis servilis 
aut extranef seu gentili a successione 
plane apud Ebreos excludebantur :’ 
Selden, de Success. cap. 3, Vol. 1. p. 
11, Hammond cites the instance of 
Jephthah, who was thrust out by his 
brethren, under the second condition 
of the law, as the son of a strange 
woman: Judges xi. 2. With 
regard to the use of of wh with the 
aor. subj. [xAnpovoujoces BDEN ; mas.; 
Theoph.] it may be observed that the 
distinction drawn by Hermann (Cd. 
Col. 853) between od nh with future 
indic. (duration or futurity) and with 
aor. subj. (speedy occurrence) is not 
applicable to the N.T., on account of 
(1) the varying readings (as here); (2) 
the decided violations of the rule 
where the MSS. are unanimous, e.g. 
1 Thess. iv. 15; and (3) the obvious 
prevalence of the use of the sub- 
junctive over the future, both in the 
N.T. and ‘fatiscens Grecitas:’ see 
Lobeck, Phryn. p. 722; Thiersch, 
Pentat. Il. 15, p. 109; and exx. in 
Gayler, p. 433. On the general use 
of the united particles see Winer, Gr. 
§ 56. 3, p. 450; and esp. Donalds. Crat. 





IV. 31. 


As ye are free, stand 
fast in your treedon. 
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V. 1. rf GhevGeple x.7.r.] The difficulty of deciding on the true reading of 
this passage, owing to the great variation of MSS., is very great. The reading 


§ 394; Gayler, Partic. Neg. p. 405, 
exx. p. 430; and on the best mode of 
translation, notes on 1 Thess. iv. 15 
(Tranal.). 

31. 8&6] *Wherefore,;’ commence- 
ment of ashort semi-paragraph stating 
the consolatory application of what 
has preceded (‘quamobrem; aptius 
duas res conjungit:’ Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 173), and passing into an 
exhortation in the following verse. 
It is very difficult to decide on the 
exact connexion, as St Paul’s use of 
3: does not appear to have been very 
fixed. Sometimes, as Rom. ii. 1, 
Eph. ii. 11, iii. 13, iv. 25, it begins a 
paragraph ; sumetimes (especially with 
kal) it closely connects clauses, as 
Rom. i. 24, iv. 22, 2 Cor. iv. 13, v. 9, 
Phil. ii. 9; whi'e in 2 Oor. xii. 10, 
1 Thess. v. 11 (imperat.), it cleses a 


paragraph, though not in a way. 


strictly similar to the present. On 
the whole, it seems most probable 
that St Paul was about to pass en to 
an application of, not a deduction 
from, the previous remarks and cita- 
tion. He commences with 6&6, but 
the word é\evépas suggesting a di- 
gression (see Davidson, Introd. Vol. 
11. p. 148), he turns the application, 
by means of 77 é\evGeplg, into an in- 
ferential exhortation (2th. erroneous- 
ly makes the first clause a reason, 
‘quia Christus’), ver. 1, and recom- 
mences a new parallel train of thought 
with fe éyw. We thus put a slight 
pause after ch. iv. 30, and a fuller one 
afterch.v.1. If tects 5¢ be adopted 
[AC; mes.; Copt.; Cyr. (1), Damasc., 
al.) the connexion will be more easy. 


Ver. 30 describes the fate of the bond- 
children ; ver. 31 will then form a sort 
of consolatory conclusion, deriving 
some force from the emphatic xAnpov.; 
‘but we shall have a different fate; 
we shall be inheritors, for we are 
children, not of a bond-maid, but of a 
freeewoman.’ This reading is how- 
ever more than doubtful, as appearing 
to be only a repetition from ver. 28. 
Fer dpa (Rec.), which would perhaps 
imply a little more decidedly than 65d 
a continusmce ef what was said 
(Donalds. Crat. § 192), the external 
evidence [KL ; dpa of” FG, Theodrt.] 
is very weak, and the probability of 
cerrection not inconsiderable. 
madicnuns] ‘of @ bond-maid,’ scil. ‘of 
any bond-maid.’ The omission of the 
article may be accounted for,—not by 
the negative form of the proposition 
(Middleton in loc.), but by the prin- 
ciple of correlation, whereby when the 
governing article is anarthrous (here 
possibly so after the predicative ¢oudéy 
Middl. p. 43), the governed becomes 
anarthrous also; see Middl. Gr. Art. 
III. 3.7, p. §@ (ed. Rose), comp. Winer, 
Gr. § 19. 2. b, p. 443 8q. As how- 
ever waéioxy appears in every other 
place with the art. (even after the 
prep. in ver. 23), the present omission 
is perhaps more probably regarded as 
intentional, and as designed to give a 
general character to the Apostle’s 
conclusion; see Peile in loc. Ts 
¢\evOépas however cannot be trans- 
lated ‘ of a free-woman.’ 


CHAPTER V. 1. Ty AevOepla x.1.A.] 
‘Stand firm then in the freedom for 
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of Lachm., rj édevbepla quads Xpeords hrevOepwoev orhxere ody, is plausible, and 
well supported, as 7 is omitted by ABCD'N; 8 mas.; Copt., Damasc., al.; still 
the doubtful meaning of the dat. é\evfep. (not the article, at which Rick. 
stumbles) and the abrupt character of the whole, make it on internal grounds 
very difficult to admit. Tisch. (sp Matth., Scholz, Rinck, Riick., Olsh., al., 
though differing in other points) seems rightly to have retained 3 with DDEKL 
(FG 7G Aev0. iu., comp. Vulg., Clarom.); mss.; Syr.; Chrys., Theod. (2), al 

as the 8 is less likely to have arisen from a repetition of the first letter of HMA 
(Mey.), than to have been omitted from having been accidentally merged in it. 
His omission of ofv however, with DE; Vulg., Clarom., Syr. (Philox.) ; 
Theodrt. (2); against ABC'FG; 10 mss.; Boern., Aug., Goth., Copt., al. ; 
Cyr., Aug., al.—does not seem tenable. The order Xpiords }uds (Rec.) 
has but weak external support [CKL; mss.; appy. some Vv.; Chrys., Theod.] 


and is reversed by most recent editors. 


which, &c.’ inferential exhortation 
from the declaration immediately pre- 
ceding. Of the many explanations 
which the expression r7 é\evdeplg 
orjKxew has received, the two follow- 
ing appear to be the most probable; 
(a) ‘ libertati stare, quam deserere est 
nefas,’ Fritz. Rom. xii. 12, Vol. m1. 
p. 80; Winer, Gr. § 31. 3. obs. p. 244 
(ed. 5; leas distinctly p. 188, ed. 6); 


(8) ‘quod attinet ad libertatem stare,’ 


Bretschn., Meyer, on 2 Cor. i. 24. 
The objection to (a) is that such ex- 
pressions as 77 OAl~er broudvew are 
not strictly similar, as the idea of a 
hostile attitude (dat. incommodi) is 
involved in the dative, ‘ calamitatem 
non subterfugientes ; &c.” s0 broorival 
Tu, pévew tol (Bernh. Synt. ml. 13. 
b, p. 98), and Hom. Jl. xxi. 600, 
orfwai tun. The latter interpretation 
seems thus the most correct; the 
dative however must not be trans- 
lated too laxly (‘as regards the free- 
dom’), as it serves to call attention to 
the exact sphere in which and to 
which the action is limited, e.g. orn 
Ti Savolg, Polyb. xxXI. 9. 3; see 
Scheuerl. Synt. § 22. a, p. 179, and 
notes on ch. 1. 22. It may be 
remarked that we sometimes find an 


inserted év (1 Cor. xvi. £3, comp. 
Rtick.) without much apparent dif- 
ference of meaning, still it does not 
seem hypercritical to say that in this 
latter case the idea of the ‘sphere or 
element in which’ was designed by 
the writer to come more distinctly 
into view; comp. Winer, Gr. § 31. 8, 
p. 194. On the meaning of orjxew, 
which per se is only ‘stare’ (Vulg., 
Clarom.), but which derives its fuller 
meaning from the context, comp. 
Chrys., orjxere elrav, rov oddov EdecEe 
and see notes on Phil. i. 27. 

0) ‘for which,’ dat. commodi. The 
usual ablatival explanation ‘qu& nos 
liberavit’ (Vulg.), scil. qv jyuty Eiwxey 
(so expressly Conyb.), may perhaps be 
justified by the common constructions 
xalpew xapd, &c.; but as it is very 
doubtful whether this construct. occurs 
in St Paul's Epp. (1 Thess. iii. 9 seems 
an instance of atiraction ; see notes in 
loc.), it seems safer to adhere to the 
former explanation ; see Meyer zn loc. 
(obs.). For a good sermon on 
the notion of Christian liberty, see 
Bp. Hall, Serm, xxvi. Vol. V. p. 339 
aq. (Talboys). ardAvv refers to 
the previous subservience of the Gala- 
tians to heathenism ;. see notes on ch. 


V. 2, 3. 


If ye submit to cir- 
cumcision, ye are 
bound to keep the 


whole law, and your 
union with Christ is 
entirely void. 


Aycet. 


iv. 9. tvy@ SovAdas] ‘the 
yoke of bondage,’ not ‘a yoke éc.’ 
Copt., Ewald, al.; the anarthrous 
Sovrela (comp. Winer, Gr. § 19. I, p. 
109) being appy. used somewhat inde- 
finitely to mark the general character 
of the {vydy, and by the principle of 
correlation causing the governing noun 
to lose its article; see Miduleton, Gr. 
Art. 111. 3. 6, and comp. notes on ch. v. 
31. It will be observed that wrddw is 
more easily explained on the hypo- 
thesis of {vy being taken indefinitely ; 
the present view however seems 
most in accordance with the definite 
atatement in ver.2; fvydp» 8é Sovdeias 
Thy kara vépov {wiv Theod. On the 
use of the gen. as denoting the pre- 
dominant nature or quality inherent 
in the governing noun, see Scheuerl. 
Synt. § 16. 3, p. 115; and comp. Soph. 
Aj. 944, ola Sovrelas fvyd° Asch. 
Agam. 360, Sovdelas ydyyapor. 


évéxeoOe] ‘be held fast;’ not exactly 
3,222 {mancipemini, subjiciatis 
vos}, but aimply ‘implicamini,’ Beza,— 
with ref. perhaps to the tenacity of 
the hold, and the difficulty of shaking 
it off; comp. Beng. For exx. of the 
use of the verb both in a physical 
(Herod. 11. 121, évéxouar ri wdyy), 
and in an ethical sense (Plutarch, 
Symp. U1. qu. 3. 1, évéxerOas Sbypacw 
IlvOayopixots), see Kypke, Obs. Vol. 
11, p. 285, and Wetst. in luc. 

a. We dyd ITlatdos] ‘Behold J 
Paul ;’ emphatic and warning decla- 
ration (xécn dred}, Chrys.) of the 
dangerous consequences and worse 
than uselessness of undergoing cir- 
cumcision. The Apostle’s introduc- 
tion of his own name (comp. 2 Cor. 
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x. 1, Eph. iii. 1) prefaced by the 
arresting ie (‘attentionem excitantis 
est,’ Grot.) has been differently ex- 
plained. The most natural view 
seems to be that it was to increase 
conviction (@appotvros qv ols Aéye’ 
Chrys.; comp. Theod.) and to add to 
the assertion the weight of his Apo- 
atolic dignity; rijs rod rpoowrou dgto- 
mwiorlas dpxovons dyrl rdons dwodeliews’ 
Chrys. On the accentuation of 
%e, which according to the gramma- 
rians is oxyton in Attic and paroxy- 
ton in non-Attic Greek, see Winer, 
Gr. § 6.1, p. 47. 

ddy wepurduv.] ‘if ye be circumcised ;’ 
t.e. ‘if you continue to follow that rite,’ 
the present marking the action as one 
still going on. On the use of édy with 
pres. subj., comp. notes on ch. i. 8, g. 
otdty ddedrjon] ‘shall profit you 
nothing;’ the fut. having no ref. 
whatever to the nearness of the Lord’s 
mwapovola (Mey.), but simply marking 
the certain result of such a course of 
practice ; ‘Christ (as you will find) 
will never profit you anything;’ see 
Winer, Gr. § 40. 6, p. 250, and comp. 
Schmalf. Synt. § 57, p. 116 aq. 

3. paptipopat 84) ‘ Yea J bear 
witness, ‘testificor autem,’ Vulg., 
Clarom.; not ‘enim,’ Beza; further 
and slightly contrasted statement ; the 
5é not being merely connective, but as 
usual implying a certain degree of 
opposition between the clause it intro- 
duces and the preceding declaration ; 
‘not only will Christ prove no benefit 
to you, bué you will in addition be- 
come debtors to the law:’ see Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 11. p. 363; Hermann, 
Viger, No. 343. b; and for a notice 
of the similar use of ‘autem,’ Hand, 


102 


TWPOZ TAAATAZ. 


avOpory mepttenvopevey Ort oethetas exriv Gdov TOV 
4 vomov Toca. KxarnpyyOnre aro rod Xptorod otrwes 
5 &y voup dxaovcbe, tis xapitos éekewécare. jueis yap 


Tureell. Vol. 1. p. 562. The 
verb paprépona, a dis Aeydu. in St 
Paul’s Epp. (Eph. iv. 17, comp. Acts 
xx. 26), is here used in the sense of 
paprupoduat, appy. involving the idea 
of a solemn declaration, as if before 
witnesses ; comp. notes on Eph. iv. 17. 
That there is no ellipsis of Ocdy 
(Hilgenf., Bretschn.) appears plainly 
from Eph. i.c., and from the similar 
usage of the word in classical Greek, 
e.g. Plato, Phileb. p. 47 0, raira 6é 
vTére pev ovx éuaprupdueda, viv dé 
Aéyouer. Dindorf in Steph. Thes. s.v. 
cites Eustath. Jl. p. 1231. 33, as al 
loroplas paprtpovras. add 
may refer to the preceding verse, or 
to a previous declaration of the same 
kind made by word of mouth. The 
former is more probable, as xay7l 
dyOpwry appears a more expanded 
application of Uuiv, ver. 2; obx dui» 
Aéyw povov, gdyoly, d\Ad xal wavrl 
dvOpiryp wepreuvonérpy’ Chrys; see 
Neander, Planting, Vol. 1. p. 214 note 
(Bohn). 

wepirenvontve] ‘submitting to be cur- 
cumcised,’ ‘undergoing circumcision,’ 
‘circumcidenti se,’ Vulg., Clarom., or 
more idiomatically ‘qué curat se cir- 
oumcidi,’ Beza,—but less aceurately, 
as the participle is anarthrous, and 
what is called a tertiary predicate ; 
see Donalds. Crat. § 306, and Gr. 
8 495. The tense repireuy., not 
wepirpnOevre or wepirerunuévy, must 
not be overlooked : it was not the cir- 
cumcised as such that had become 
in this strict sense dde:Aérat Sov Top 
vénov moijoat, but he who was de- 
signedly undergoing the rite. “O)o», 
as its position shows, is emphatic ; 
Sry epeirtxtow tiv Seoworelay’ Chrys. 


4. karnpyyOnre dard rou Xp.] ‘Ve 
were done away from Christ,’ ‘ Your 
union with Christ became void,’ scil. 
‘when you entered upon the course 
which now ye are pursuing ;’ further 
and forcible explanation of Xpiords 
tuds olde addedtioe (ver. 2), the 
absenee of all connecting particles 
serving to give the statement both 
vigour and emphasis, The construc- 
tion is what is called ‘pregnans’ 
(Rom. vii. 2, 6, see Winer, Gr. 66. 
2, p. 547); awd, strictly considered, 
not belonging to xarnpy}Onre in the 
sense of #AcevepwOyre axé, but to 
some word which can easily be sup- 
plied, ¢.g. xarnpy}Onre cal éxwplaOnre 
dwrd Xp., ‘nulli estis redditi et a 
Christo avulsi;? comp. 2 Cor. xi. 3, 
@OelpecOas dwé, and see Fritz. Rom. 
Bc. Vol. IL p. 8, 9. The verb 
karapyéw is a favourite word with St 
Paul, being used in his Epp. (the Ep. 
to the Hebrews not being included) 
twenty-five times. In the rest of the 
N.T. it is used only twice, Luke xiii. 
7, Heb. ii. 14, and in the whole LXX 
only four times, al] in Eedras. It is 
rare in ordinary Greek; see Eurip. 
Pheeniss. 753, and Polyb. Frag. Hist, 
69. The rod is omitted by 
Lachm, with BCD'FGN; 2 mass.; 
Theoph.; but, as being less usual, 
esp. when preceded by a prep., is 
more probably to be retained, with 
AD*EKL; nearly all mss.; Chrys., 
Theod., Dam., al. (Tisch.). dy 
vine SixarotoGe] ‘are being justified 
tn the law,’ ‘in lege,’ Vulg., Clarom.; 
é& not being instrumental (Ewald), 
but pointing to the sphere of the 
action; comp. notes on ch. iii, 11. 
The pres. dcxatoicGe is correctly re- 
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ferred by the principal ancient and 
modern commentators to the feelings 
of the subject (Ws twodauPdvere, 
Theophyl.; ‘ut vobis videtur,’ Fritz 
Opusc. p. 156); comp. Goth, ‘ga- 
raihtans qipip izvis’ [justos dicitis 
vos]. On this use of the subjective 
present feommonly employed to in- 
dicate certainty, prophetic confidence, 
expectation of speedy issue, &c.), see 
Bernh. Synt. xX. 2, p. 371, and Schmal- 
feld, Synt. § 54. 2, p. gt. : 

THs xdpuros eferéoare] ‘ye fell away 
from grace;’ the aor., as in the first 
clause, referring to the time when 
legal justification was admitted and 
put forward; see however notes to 
Transl. On the meaning of éxrirrew 
twos (‘aliqu& re excidere, scil. ejus 
jacturam facere’) see Winer, De Verb. 
Comp. Fasc. I. p. 11, and comp. 
Plato, Rep. VI. p. 496 0, éxmwrecetv pido- 
coplas’ Polyb. XII. 14. 7, éxwlrrew 
Tov xa@jxovros. The Alexandrian form 
of aor. éterécare is noticed and illus- 
trated by exx. in Winer, Gr. § 13. 
I, p. 68 #q.; comp. Lobeck, Phryn. 
p- 724. 

5. pete ydp) ‘ For we;’ proof of 
the preceding assertion by a decla- 
ration ¢ contrarto of the attitude of 
hope and expectancy, not of legal 
reliance and self-confidence, which 
was the characteristic of the Apostle 
and of all true Christians. If 3é had 
been used, the opposition between 
hypets and olrwes (iuets) would have 
been more prominent than would 
seem in harmony with the context 
and with the conciliatory character of 
the present address. 

IIvetpare] ‘by the Spirit,’ ‘Spiritu,’ 
Vulg., Clarom.,—with an implied con- 
trast to the capt which was the active 
principle of all legal righteousness ; 
comp. ch. iii. 3, and notes tn loc. 


The dative fs not equivalent to é& 
IIvetpars (Copt.), still less to be ex- 
plained as merely adverbial, ° spiri- 
tually’ (Middl. in Joc.); but, as the 
context suggests, has its definite abla- 
tival force and distinct personal refer- 
ence; our hope flows from faith, and 
that faith is imparted and quickened 
by the Holy Spirit. No objection can 
be urged against thia interpr. founded 
on the absence of the article, as neither 
the canon of Middleton (Gr. Art. p. 
126, ed. Rose), nor the similar one 
suggested by Harless (Ephes. ii. 22), 
—that 7d Iveua is the personal Holy 
Spirit, rvefua the indwelling influence 
of the Spirit (Rom. viii. 5),—can at 
all be considered of universal appli- 
cation ; see ver. 16. It is much more 
natural to regard IJIveiua, IIvedua 
dycov, and IIvefua Ocof as proper 
names, and to extend to them the 
same latitude in connexion with the 
article ; see Fritz. Rom. viii. 4, Vol. 
Il. p. 105. 

dx wlo-reng) ‘from faith,’ as the origin 
and source (comp. notes on ch, iii, 
22),—in opposition to the é» véuyp 
of the preceding clause, which prac- 
tically includes the more regular an- 
tithesis éf Epywv. Arba 
Sixaroctwns] ‘the hope of righteous- 
ness.” This is one of those many 
passages in the N. T. (see Winer, Gr. 
§ 30. 1, p. 168) in which it is difficult 
to decide whether the genitive is sub- 
jectt or objecti; the & did dvoty, ‘spem 
et justitiam (sternam),’ suggested by 
Aquinas, being clearly inadmissible. 
If (a) the gen. be subjecti, édrlda 
Scxacor. must be ‘ipsum premium 
quod speratur, ec. vitam eternam’ 
(Grot.), ‘coronam glories que justi- 
ficatos manet’ (Beza), éAmls being 
used perwyusuxds for the thing hoped 
for: if (8) objecti, then simply ‘spera- 
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tam justitiam,’ the hope which turns 
on dixatoovvn as its object,—fairly 
paraphrased by Afth., ‘we hope we 
may be justified ;’ sim. Tynd., Cran. 
Of these (8) seems clearly most in 
accordance with the context, as this 
turns not so much upon any adjunct 
to Scxatoodvn as upon Sexacactvy itself ; 
‘Ye,’ says St Paul, in ver. 4, ‘think 
that ye are already in possession of 
Sixazoo. (SexacoloGe), we on the con- 
trary hope for tt.’ There is no 
difficulty in d:cacoodvyn thus being re- 
presented future. For in the first 
place this view necessarily results 
from the contrast between Judaism 
and Christianity. The Jew regarded 
3exacoz. as something outward, pre- 
sent, realizable: the Christian as 
something inward, future, and, save 
through faith in Christ, unattainable. 
And in the second place, d:xacootvy 
is one of those divine results which, 
as Neander beautifully expresses it, 
‘stretch into eternity:’ it conveys 
with it and involves the idea of future 
blessedness and glorification ; ods é6:- 
kaiwoey rovrous Kal éddtacer, Rom. 
vill. 30; see Neand. Planting, Vol. 
I. p. 478 note (Bohn). 

dwexdexope8a] ‘tarry for,’ ‘patiently 
wait for.’ This expressive compound 
has two meanings, (a) local, with 
reference either to the place from 
which the expectation is directed to 
its object (‘in quo locatus aliquem 
expectes,’ Fritz.), or, more usually, 
the place whence the object is expected 
to come (‘unde quid expectaretur,’ 
Winer),—a decided trace of which 
meaning may be observed in Phil. iii. 
20: (b) ethical, with ref. to the 
assiduity of the expectation, ‘studiose 
constanter expectare,’—the meaning 
in the present case and appy. in all 


the remaining passages in the N. T. ; 
comp. Rom. vili. 19, 23, 25, 3 Cor. 
i. 7, Heb. ix. 28, 1 Pet. iii. 20 
(Lachm., Tisch.): and see Tittmann, 
Synon. p. 106; Fritz. Opuse. p. 156; 
Winer, Verb. Comp. Fasc. Iv. p. 
¥4. It may be added that the 
expression éAr. dcx. dwexd. is not pleo- 
nastic for éAw. Sx. Exouer (Ust.; 
comp. Atth.), but, as Fritz. observes, 
forcible ‘and almost poetical (Kur. 
Alcest. 130, édwl8a wpocdéxwpai), éd- 
wlSa being the cognate accus.; com- 
pare Acts xxi¥. 15, dAmléa...jv xal 
adrol otro: rpooséxovrar® Tit. ii. 13, 
wpordsexsuevo. Thy paxaplay édrlda. 
The whole clause then may be thus 
paraphrased: ‘by the assistance of 
the Holy Spirit we are enabled to 
cherish the hope of being justified, 
and the source out of which that hope 
springs is faith:’ comp. Ust. Lehrh. 
lI, I. p. go sq.; and for a fuller ex- 
position of the verse, Chillingworth, 
Works, p. 402 sq. (Lond. 1704); Man- 
ton, Serm. Vol. IV. p. 927 8q. (Lond. 
1698). 

6. & ydp Xpurre *Ino.] ‘ For in 
Christ Jesus ; confirmation of the pre- 
ceding statement that the dwrexdox) 
was éx riorews’ when there is a union 
with Christ, neither circumcision nor 
uncireumcision avails anything, but 
faith only; it is clear then why we 
entertain the hope of righteousness 
from faith. The solemn formula é» 
Xp. Ino. is not to be explained away, 
as ‘in Christi regno, ecclesi&’ (Parzeus), 
‘Christi religione’ (Est.), ‘ Christi 
lege’ (Grot.),—all of which fall utter- 
ly short of the true meaning; but, as 
the regular use of éy Xp. and the 
addition of ‘Inco distinctly suggest, 
it conveys the deeper idea of ‘union, 
fellowship, and incorporation’ in Christ 


= 


V. 6, 7. 


Who perverted you? 
Whosoever they are 
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they shall be punished, for their doctrine is not mine, Yea, 


I wish they would cease from all 


crucified: comp. notes on ch. ii. 17. 
For an elaborate but wholly insufficient 
explanation of the vital expression év 
Xp., comp. Fritz. Rom. viii. 1, Vol. 11. 
p. 82; and contrast with it the deep 
and spiritual illustrations of Bp. Hall, 
Christ Mystical, ch. 2, 3. 

8.’ dydans évepyoupdvy] ‘energizing, 
displaying its activity through love,’ 
{Soa Selxvurat, Theoph. ; ‘efficax est,’ 
Bull, Andrewes (Serm. v. Vol. 1, p. 
193); comp. 1 Thess. i. 3, Tod «dou 
ris dydwrns’ Polyc. ad Phil. § 3, xlorw 
...dwaxodouBovons ris éAmldos, mpoa- 
youons Ths dydans’ and see especially 
Ust. Lehrd. ml. 1. 4, p. 236 8q., and 
references in notes on 1 Thess. l.c. 
The verb évepycicGac may have two 
meanings, (a) passive, ‘1s made perfect,’ 


te Ako» (quee perficitur, Schaaf, 


but see Capell. in loc.] Syr., ‘ adschue- 
ghyal,’ Arm.,—maintained by the 
older Romanist divines, Bellarm., al. 
(see Petav. de Incarn. vi. 12. 16, 
Vol. v. p. 407), a8 well as several 
Protestant interpreters, Hammond, 
al., and even the recent editors of 
Steph. Thesaur. s.v.; or (6) active, ‘8 
operative,” Vulg., Clarom., Goth., 
Copt.,—as maintained by nearly all 
recent commentators. Of these (a) is 
quite lexically tenable (Polyb. Hist. 
I. 13. 5, évepyetrac wé\enos), but dis- 
tinctly at variance with the usage of 
the word in the N.T. (see Meyer, 
2 Cor. i. 6; Bretsch. Lex. s.v.), while 
(b) harmonizes with the prevailing 
usage, and can be correctly distin- 
guished from the active ; évepyet» being 
‘vim exercere,’ and commonly applied 
to persons, évepyeicOar ‘ex se (aut 
Buam) wm exercere,’ a species of what 
has been called the ‘dynamic’ middle 


(Krtiger, Sprachl. § 52. 8), and com- 


communion with you. 


monly applied to things, see Fritz. 
Rom. Vol. 11. p. 17, and Winer, Gr. § 
38. 6, p. 231. Although the pass. 
meaning is not now maintained by 
the best critical scholars of the Church 
of Rome, the passage is no less 
strongly claimed as a testimony to 
the truth of the Tridentine doctrine 
(Sess. VI. c. 7) of fides formata; see 
Windischm. in loc., and comp. Méhler, 
Symbolik, § 16, p. 131 note, $ 17, 
Pp. 137- 

7. drpéxere wares] ‘ Ye were run- 
ning well,’ forcible and yet natural 
transition from the brief statement of 
the characterizing principle of Chris- 
tian life, once exemplified in the Gala- 
tians, but now lost sight of and per- 
verted ; ératvel roy Spéuov xal Opnve? 
Tov Spéuou rhy watday’ Theod. 
rls Vpds dvdcopey] ‘who did hinder 
you?’ not without some expression of 
surprise, r&s 6 Togolros évexdrn bpé- 
pos; tls 6 roootroy loxvcas; Chrys.: 
comp. ch. iii. 1. The primary mean- 
ing of the verb éyxéwrew (évexorrd- 
pny’ éverodigounv, Hesych.; dvaxairi- 
fer dvarodlfe, éyxérre, Suid.) appears 
to be that of hindering by breaking up 
a road (e.g. Greg.-Nazianz. Or. XVI. 
p. 260, 4 xaxlas éyxorrouévns Svomwa- 
Ocla Trav wovnpay,  dperis ddoroov- 
pévns edwabelg Trav BedXridvwy’ comp. 
‘intercidere,’ e.g. Ces. Bell. Gall, 11. 
9, pontem, é&c.); while that of dvaxé- 
awrew (Rec.) is rather that of dindrance 
with the further idea of thrusting 
back; comp. Hom. Odyss, xxi. 47, 
Oupéwy 8 dvéxowrey édxyfas. The read- 
ing of Rec. (dvéxopev) is however op- 
posed to all the uncial MSS. and appy. 
to nearly all mas. and Ff., and neither 
on internal (opp. to Bloomf.) nor ex- 
ternal grounds has any claim to 
attention. The acous. is similarly 
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found with éyxérrew, Acts xxiv. 4, 
1 Thess. ii. 18; see also Themist. Or. 
xIVv. p. 181 0. TT dAnbe’g 
pr welBeoGar] ‘that ye should not obey 
the truth,’ infin. expressive of the 
result or effect, with some trace of the 
purpose or end contemplated; this 
being one of those forms of the ‘ con- 
secutive’ sentence which may be re- 
garded as partly oljective and as partly 
jinal ; see Donalds. Gr. § 602. The 
popular explanation that ~ with the 
infin, after certain negative and pro- 
hibitive verbs is pleonastic (Mey. 
comp. Herm. Viger, No. 271) is now 
justly called in question (see esp. Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 1. p. 668), the true ex- 
planation being that the 4} is prefixed 
to the infinitive, whether in its more 
simple objective form (Donalds. Gr. 
§ 584 sq.), or its more lax and general 
ref, to result (Bernh. Synf. 1x. 6. b, 
p- 364; Madvig, Synt. § 156. 4), to 
indicate the further idea of some latent 
purpose involved in the action which 
specially contemplated or tended to 
the effect expressed by the infinitive; 
see esp. Schmalfeld, Synt. § 181. 2, p. 
359, and for an illustrative example 
comp. Aristoph. Pax, 315, éumodar 
huivy yévnrat Thy Oedv ph ’Eedxioa see 
Madvig, Synt. § 210. The elliptical 
mode of explanation adopted by Gay- 
ler (de Partic. Neg. p. 359) in the 
parallel expressions dpvodpat mh Spa- 
oat, sc. ‘nego, et dico me non fecisse’ 
is appy. doubtful in principle, and 
certainly is not here applicable. 
Lachm, (ed. min.) omitted the article 
before dA7@. with AB; and appy. afew 
mss.; and is now supported by N. 

8. 4 wacpovy] ‘The persuasion,’ 
‘guasio,’ Clarom., scil. ‘servandi lega- 
lia,’ Lyra; the subst. being regarded 
as active, and the article (not ‘this 
pers.’ Arm., Auth.,.—a most doubtful] 
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usage in the N.T., see Winer, Gr. 
§ 18. I, p. 97 sq.) marking the parti- 
cular (counter-)persuading of the false 
teachers implied in the zis duds évé- 
cower, Owing to the apparent paro- 
nomasia, and the nature of the termi- 
nation (comp. Donalds. Cratyl. § 255), 
the meaning of weicporh is slightly 
doubtful. As the similar form rAnopo- 
yh means both satietas (the state) and 
expletio (the act), Col. ii. +3, Pluto, 
Symp. p. 186 0, wh. xal xévwo.s,—so 
weicpnovh may mean (a) the state of 
being persuaded, i.e. ‘conviction’ 
(Gcod 7d Karey rd 8e welOecOasr Tar 
vraxousyrwv* Theod.), or (b) the act 
of persuading, ‘ persuadendi sollertia,’ 
Schott; comp. Chrys. on 1 Thess. i. 
4, 00 wrewopovh dyOpwrlyy...7qv %...wel- 
Govoa. Of these (a) has here the support 
of the Greek expositors (rd re Ofwat 
rots Aéyouow, Cicum., comp. Chrys., 
Theoph.), and certainly on that account 
deserves consideration ; (6) however is 
to be preferred, as lexically defensible 
(see below), and as in harmony with 
the active roi xKadodvros’ % wewp. 
pointing to a gracious act in which 
the human will is regarded more as 
subjected to the divine influence (John 
vi. 44), ToD Kad. to one in which it is 
regarded more as free; comp. Mey. 
tn loc, In three out of the four in- 
stances cited by Wetst. from Eustath. 
(ad Il. a, p. 21. 46; 99. 45, Jl. & p. 
637. 5), the prevailing meaning ap- 
pears to be ‘pervicacia ;’ but in Justin 
Mart. Apol. I. 53, avrapxeis els wet- 
cpoviy' Epiphan. Heres. xxx. 21, els 
wetopoviy Tis éaurdy wAnpodoplas® 
Apollon. de Synt. p. 195. 10, thy» é€ 
dd\AfAay wpds dd\AfAous recopovip, the 
active meaning is sufficiently distinct. 
Ignat. Rom. 3, is commonly adduced, 
but here Cod. Colb. reads ows. 

ov dx tod Kadodvros] ‘ts not from 
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him who calleth you,’ t.¢e. does not 
emanate, does not result from, see 
note, ch, ii. 16; not an answer to the 
preceding question,—which is rather 
an expression of surprise than a mere 
interrogation,— but a warning decla- 
ration. The 6 caddy is obviously not 
St Paul (Locke), nor even Christ 
(Theoph.), but as usual, God; the act 
of calling in St Paul’s Epp. (e.g. Rom. 
ix. 11, 24; 1 Cor. i. 9, vii. 15, al.) 
being regularly ascribed to the Father ; 
see notes and reff. on ch. i. 6. The 
tense of the participle need not be 
pressed either as a definite pres. (‘non 
desinit etiam nunc vocare,’ Beza), or 
still less probably, as an imperf. (‘qui 
vos vocabat,’ Beng.),—6d xaddy, as 
Chrys. appears to have felt (ov« éxdAe- 
cev duds 6 xaddy), being only the 
common substantival participle; see 
the numerous exx. collected by Winer, 
Gr. § 45. 7, p. 316; comp. Bernhardy, 
Synt. V1. 23, p. 318; Madvig, Syntaz, 
§ 180. b; and notes on 1 Thess. v. 24. 

g. prapd {oun «.7.A.] ‘A little lea- 
ven leareneth the whole lump ;’ prover- 
bially expressed warning (comp. 1 Cor. 
v. 7), forming a sort of antithetical 
continuation of what has preceded. 
It is somewhat doubtful whether (vpn 
is to be considered as (a) having an 
abstract reference to the false teaching 
(7rd puapdv TroGro xaxdy, Chrys. ; comp. 
Theoph.), or as (5) pointing in the con- 
crete (‘hi pauci,’ Pareus; comp. Aug., 
Jerome) to those who disseminated it; 
see Clem. Hom. vi. 17 (cited by 
Hilgenf.), where the race of men 
living before the flood are characterized 
as a kaxh {jun. On the one hand, (a) 
yields a pertinent sense, and is appy. 
confirmed by Matth. xvi. 11, and by 
r Cor. 1. c. where ver. 8 seems dis- 
tinctly to show that {Uy does not 


mean the individual so much as his 
sin: on the other, the active meaning 
assigned to rewpovy}, and still more 
the seeming quantitative limitation 
hinted at in the use of the individualiz- 
ing singular in ver. 10 (comp. Beng.) 
appears to preponderate in favour of 
(5). We adopt therefore the concrete 
reference, and necessarily continue it 
to the following gvpaya: ‘vel pauci 
homines perperam docentes possent 
omnem [totum] catum corrumpere:’ 
Winer in loc. 

10, tye] ‘J for my part ;’ emphatio, 
and not without a reassuring contrast. 
The insertion of 82[C'FG ; a few mss.; 
Demid., Aug., Syr.-Phil., al.] is due 
to the desire to make this contrast 
still more apparent. 
als pds] ‘with regard to you;’ this 
more lax use of els is noticed by Winer, 
Gr. § 49, p. 354, and Bernh. Synt, v. 
IT. 3) P. 220. The addition of 
the words é& Kuply (sc. "Inco, Rom. 
xiv. 14, *comp. Winer, Gr. 3 19. I, p. 
113) serves to designate the ground 
of the hope, and to show that it was 
not an earthly and doubtful, but a 
heavenly (Phil. ii. 24) and certain as- 
surance which St Paul entertained; 
comp. 2 Thess. iii. 4, rerol@apev Se dy 
Kuplyp é¢’ buds, where ér? is used, in a 
sense little differing from that of els 
here, to denote the objects about whom 
the hope was felt, éy Kup. the nature 
of that hope; see notes on 2 Thess. 
l.c., where distinctions are drawn be- 
tween the ethical uses of els, éri, and 
apes. od8av ddAo] ‘ nothing 
else,’—than what? Either spectally,— 
than the subject and purport of the 
words immediately preceding ; or gene- 
rally,—than the doctrines which St 
Paul had propounded. The latter ac- 
cords best with the future gpovjcere, 
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10. Sorts dv] Tisch. (ed. 7) reads éay with ABN; 3 mas. 


which seems more naturally used in 
reference to the general issue (8rt drop- 
Oécec6e, Chrys.), than merely to the 
time when the words would be read. 
Alf. refers to Phil. iii. 15 (comp. Us- 
teri, ‘no novel sentiments’), but there 
the word is érépws’ see notes zn loc. 

6 8 rapiocowy] ‘ but he that disturbeth 
you:’ contrast, not with the preceding 
éyw (Riick.), but generally with the 
expression of confidence which has 
just preceded; 6 rapdoo. not being 
used on the one hand for ol rapde- 
covres (Brown), nor on the other, in 
ref. to some one particular false teacher 
(Olsh.; contrast Davids. Introd. Vol. 
II. p. 315), but, in accordance with 
the exact selective and definitive force 
of the article, tu the one who for the 
time being comes under observation. 
Ol rapdocovres tpas (ch. i. 7) are the 
class generally, 6 rapdoocww is the in- 
dividual of the class who may happen 
to call forth the Apostle’s censure; 
érfipe tov Adyov, Chrys.; comp. Mad- 
vig, Synt. § 14. Pacrace 
Td xplua] ‘shall bear (‘ ut grave onus,’ 
Beng.) the judgment (he deserves) ;’ 
kplua not being equivalent to xard- 
Kpta, nor used as cause for effect, sc. 
‘punishment’ (Schott, Olsh.), but re- 
taining its proper meaning both here 
and Rom. ii. 3, al. and with app. ref. 
to the judgment which he will receive 
from God; dlxas épelrovor rH Oey 
Theod. The idea of ‘ punishment,’ or 
‘condemnation,’ is conveyed by, and 
to be deduced from the context; see 
Fritz. Rom. l.c., Vol. 1. p. 94. 

Saris dv y] ‘whoever he may be;’ not 
with any reference to the dignity of 
the momentarily-selected individual 
(kay peydror rwes Boxdor Kal dgcd- 


wtrro’ Theoph.), but simply with the 
usual incluswe reference of the for- 
mula; comp. Acts iii. 23. 

II, &yd 8é,d85eAgpol] ‘ But I, brethren,’ 
—with abrupt reference to what might 
have been said of himself. The con- 
nexion between this and the preceding 
verse is not perfectly clear. The use 
of the expression 6 rapdcowv appears 
to have suggested the remembrance 
that he himself was open to the charge 
of being a subverter, inasmuch as he 
had circumcised Timothy. The reply 
is final and decisive; ‘ But if it be 
a fact that I really do still preach 
circumcision, what further ground is 
there for persecuting me? te. ‘the 
very fact of my persecution is a proof 
that Iam not a preacher of circum- 
cision ;’ see esp. Theoph. in loc. 
el wepir. tru xnptocow] ‘if J preach 
circumcision,’ ‘if, as is assumed to be 
a matter of fact (comp. notes on ch. 
1. 9), ctrewmezsion is still what I preach ;’ 
the emphasis resting not on xnptcow 
(rouvréorw ovx oUrw Keevw micrevew... 
weptérenov pew yap [rdv Trudbdeor], odk 
éxiputa 5¢ weproujy, Chrys.) but on 
the prominently placed repiroutw. The 
érc does not suggest any contrasted 
reference to the period before the 
coming of Christ (‘still—as in the 
ante-Christian times,’ Olsh.),—a re- 
ference which would here be very 
pointless, nor again to any special 
change in the Apostle’s teaching since 
he had become a Christian, —for which 
there is not the slightest grounds; but 
simply to the period prior to his con- 
version, ‘séi/l, in contrast to my 
former Judaism;’ comp. Wieseler, 
Chronol. p. 206, note. The Apostle 
might not have ‘preached’ circum- 


V. ir, 12. 
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cision before his conversion, but he | 


strenuously advocated (wepiocorépws 
Snwrhs brdpxwy toy mwarrixdy pou 
wapadécewv' ch, i. 14) all the principles 
of Judaism; comp. Neander, Plant- 
tng, p. 304, note. The present tense 
is probably used, as Schott observes, 
from his having the present accusation 
of his adversaries in his mind. 

vt tre Stabxopar] ‘why am I still per- 
secuted ? almost ‘why am I to be, &c.’ 
this second &r being, as De Wette 
observes, logical; see Rom. iii. 7, 7 
tre xdyw ws dpaprwrds xpivonat; ‘what 
further ground is there for, &c.’ Rom. 
ix. 19, al. dpa] ‘then after 
all,’ ‘ergo,’ Vulg., Clarom. (see Hand, 
Tursell. Vol. 11. p. 450 8q.); inference 
from what has preceded, not perhaps 
here without some tinge of ironical 
reference to a conclusion that could 
not have been expected. The funda- 
' mental idea of dpa is ‘distance or 
progression (to another step in the 
argument) ;’ from which the derivative 
meaning, that at the advanced point 
at which we have arrived, our present 
view is different to our antecedent 
one, can easily be deduced; see esp. 
Donalds. Crat. § 192. That this how- 
ever is the normal and primary idea 
of the particle (see Hartung, Partik. 
dpa, 1. 3, Vol. L p. 422) cannot now 
be maintained; see Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 1. p. 160 sq., where the whole 
question is discussed at great length. 
According to this writer, dpa involves 
‘significationem levioris cujusdam ra- 
tiocinationis, que indicat rebus ita 
comparaiis aliquid ita aut esse aut 
fieri ;? tn Devar. p. 167. The 
interrogatory form (dpa) as adopted 
by Syr., Ust., al. seems here less for- 
cible and appropriate. 

7d oxdviadoy rod oravpot] ‘the of- 


Jence of the cross,’ ‘ offendiculum crucis,’ 
Beza; the offence which the Jews 
took at Christianity, because faith in 
a crucified Saviour, faith without 
legal observances, was alone offered 
as the means of salvation; oldé ydp 
odrws 6 oraupds qv cxavdarliwy rds 
"Tovdalous ds rd ph Sety welBecOacr rots 
maTp@os v4izos’ Chrys.; comp. 1 Cor. 
i. 18, &c. see Brown, Galat. p. 278, and 
Usteri, Lehrb. 11. 2. 1, p. 253. Dxdv- 
Sadov, though occurring (quotations 
included) 15 times in the N.T., and 
20 times in the LX X and Apocrypha, 
is scarcely ever found ‘apud profanos,’ 
ZravddrAnOpovy (7d norduevoy rais 
pudypas, Poll. Onomast. x. 34) occa- 
sionally occurs; ¢. g. in a metaphorical 
sense, Aristoph. Acharn. 687. 

12, Sedov] ‘7 would that; indig- 
nant wish called forth by the last 
deduction, and by the thought of the 
antagonism of circumcision to the 
cross of Christ; see Ewald in Joc., and 
comp. ch. ii. at. This word is used 
purely as a particle, both in the N.T. 
(see r Cor. iv. 8, 2 Cor. xi. 1), and in 
the LXX, e.g. Exod. xvi. 3, Numb. 
xiv. 2, xx. 3, Psalm cxix. §; see Winer, 
Gr. $41. 5.2, p. 270, and Sturz, de Dia- 
lect. Maced. s.v.§12. Its construction 
therefore here with a future, though 
unusual and (appy. according to Lu- 
cian, Solec. 1) solecistic, need not 
have caused Bengel to alter the punc- 
tuation (rd oxdydadkov rod ocraupod’ 
&dedov.), and to connect Sedov as a 
kind of exclamation (‘velim ita sit !’) 
with what precedes. On the similar 
use of ddedoy and ddeAe in later 
writers, compare Matth. Gr. 8 513. 
obs. 3; and on the correct and classical 
use (‘Wdedov non nisi tum adhiberi 
quum quis optat ut fuerit aliquid, vel 
sit, vel futurum sit, quod non fuit, 
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aut est, aut futurum est’), see Herm. 
Viger, No. rgo. xal 
dawroxowovra:] ‘they would even cut 
themselves off (from you).’ The exact 
meaning of these words has been much 
discussed. The usual passive transla- 
tion (‘abscindantur,’ Vulg., Goth., 
appy. Syr. [Schaaf], A&th.- Platt, 
Arm.) cannot be defended, as the 
N.T. furnishes no certain instance of 
a similar enallage. The most plausible 
is 1 Cor. x. 2, xal rdyres €Barricavro, 
but even here the middle voice (sc. 
‘baptismum susceperunt,’ Beng.) may 
be correctly maintained; see Winer, 
Gr. § 38. 4, p. 228, and exx. in Jelf, 
Gr. § 364. 4.8. We have thus only 
two possible translations, (a) ‘ J would 
that they would even cut themselves off 
(plane discedant) frem communion 
with you,’ Bretachn.; or (8) ‘J would 
that they would (not only circumcise, 
but) even castrate themselves ;’ jut wept- 
TeuvécOwoay pdbvov, GAA Kal droKo- 
atécOwoay’ Chrys.; dwoxérous éavrovs 
éxolncay’ Cicum.: see exx. in Wetst. 
in loc. This latter reference to bodily 
mutilation is adopted by the principal 
patristic expositors, as well as by most 
modern writers; and it must be ad- 
mitted that thus not only xal is more 
readily explained, and the expression of 
the wish (8peAov) more easily account- 
ed for, but that there is also a species 
of parallelism in the use of xararouip, 
Phil. iii, 2. Still as there seems no 
certain trace of this corporeal refer- 
ence in any of the ancient Vv.,—as in 
some (Aith.-Platt, and perhaps Arm.) 
the reference seems plainly ehical,— 
as there is a seeming contrast in the 
kadew éwl of the confirmatory clause 
which follows, and as this seems alone 
suited to the earnest gravity with 
which St Paul is here addressing his 
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Do not misuse your 
freedom, but love 
one another. Love is the fulfilment of 
the law ; hatred brings destruction. 


converts, we adopt somewhat unhesi- 
tatingly the former interpretation. 
The Apostle’s deep insight into the 
exact spiritual state of the Galatians, 
and the true affection that throughout 
the Epistle tempers even his necessary 
severity, leads him here to express as 
a wish what he might (as in 1 Cor. v. 
11) have urged as a command: comp. 
Waterl. Works, Vol. 111. p. 458. 

ol dvacrar. Upds] ‘they who are un- 
settling you, Hamm., sc. ‘your sub- 
verters ;’ the participle with its case 
becoming by means of the article a 
kind of substantive; see notes and reff. 
on ch. i. 23. The verb dyacraroty 
(Hesych. dvarpéwew) occurs three times 
in the N.T. (Acts xvii. 6, xxi. 38) as 
an equivalent of the more usual dvd- 
orarov woety, but is of rare occurrence 
(Wetat. on Acts xvii. 6), and is said to 
belong to that somewhat numerous 
class of words (Tittm. Synon. p. 266) 
which are referred to the Macedonian 
dialect ; see Sturz, de Dial, Maced. § 9, 
p. 146. It has a stronger meaning 
than rapdoow, and is admirably para- 
phrased by Chrys., did rijs dvw ‘Lepou- 
cadhu xat ris é\evOdpas éxBaddvrres, 
Bragouerac 5¢ xaddwep alxpaddrous xal 
peTavacras ThavacGat. 

13. Spets ydp] ‘For ye;’ commence- 
ment of anew paragraph, and according 
to Olsh., De W., al., of a new portion 
(the hortatory) of the Epistle; évraiéa 
Aocwoy Soxet pév els Tov HOcxdy éuBalvew 
Aéyov’ Chrys. St Paul knew so well 
the human heart, its tendencies and 
temptations, and saw so clearly how 
his own doctrine of Christian liberty 
might be perverted and adulterated, 
that he at once hastens, with more 
than usual earnestness, to trace out 
the ineffaceable distinctions between 
true spiritual freedom, and a carnal 
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and antinomian licence. There is 
however no marked or abrupt division, 
but one portion of the epistle passes 
insensibly into the other. yap 
is thus not illative (Turner), nor a 
mere particle of transition (Brown), 
but stands in immediate connexion 
with the preceding words, which it 
serves to confirm and justify; ‘and I 
may well wish that they would cut 
themselves off from your communion, 
for ye were called to a state with 
which they have nothing in common.’ 
The reading 8¢, found in FG; 80; 
Chrys., Aug., al., seems a very pal- 
pable correction. én’ Uev0ep(g] 
‘for freedom; éwt here denoting the 
purpose or object for which they were 
called; comp. 1 Thess. iv. 7, od yap 
éxdrecery buds 6 Geds éwi dxalapalg: 
where see notes in loc. Further exx. 
will be found in Winer, Gr. § 48. c, 
Pp: 351, and in Rost u. Palm, Lez. 
s.v. 11. 2. f, Vol. I. p. 1040. 

pry tiv devieplay] ‘make not your 
liberty ;’ scil. roetre, rpéwere [not how- 
ever used in N. T.], dre (FG; Aug., 
Boern., al.), or some similar verb. 
Instances of this very intelligible and 
idiomatic omission of the verb after 
Bh are cited by Hartung, Partik. uj, 
6. b. 4, Vol 11. p. 153; Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 669; Winer, Gr. § 64. 1. 6, 
p. §26: comp. Hor. Epist. 1. § 12, 
‘Quo mihi fortunam, si non conceditur 
uti?’ Such ellipses must of course be 
common in every cultivated language. 
Sid rijs dydwns] ‘by the love ye 
evince,’ ‘by your love; not ‘in your 
love’ (Peile) with any reference to 
state or condition (comp. Rom. iv. 11, 
dca dxpoBuorias: viii. 25, 3c’ Uroporijs: 
al.; Winer, Gr. § 47. i, p. 339); but 
simply ‘per charitatem,’ Vulg., Ar- 


men. [instrumental case], Copt.; love 
was to be the means by which their 
reciprocal dovAela was to be shown. 
The reading rq dydwry rob Ivetuaros, 
found in DEFG ; 31; Clarom., Sang., 
Boern., Goth., Copt. [Wilk., but not 
Bottich.]; Bas., al., is an addition 
suggested by the preceding capatl. 
SovActere] ‘be tn bondage,’ ‘servite,’ 
Vulg., Clarom.; in antithesis to the 
preceding é\evGeplay’ ovx elrey dyara- 
Te dddfArous awAds, AAA SourAedere, 
Thy éxcrerapévnv Sndrav dirlay* Chrys. 
14. & yap was vépos] ‘ For the 
whole law; confirmation from Scrip- 
ture of the command immediately 
preceding, da rs dydwnsk.r.d\. A 
few instances of this order occur in 
the N.T.; see Middl. Greek Art. ch. 
VII. p. 104, note, where Rose cites 
Acts xx. 18, 1 Tim. i. 16 (dracay), 
Acts xix. 7 (plural) ; add xxvii. 37. 
dv dvi Adyq] ‘in one word,’ scil. in 
one declaration or commandment : 
comp. Rom. xiii. 9. 
werdijpwrat] ‘hath been (and is) ful- 
jlled.’? This reading is supported no 
less by external evidence [ABCN; 6 
mas.; Marc. in Epiph., Damase. (a), 
Aug.] than by internal probability. 
While wAxpobra: (Rec.) would imply 
that the process of fulfilment was still 
going on, the perfect wrerdjpwras 
suitably pointa to the completed and 
permanent act; comp. Rom. xiii. 8, 4 
dyaray rov Erepoy vouoy werdipwxer’ 
—a meaning of the perf. which Mar. 
cion (according to Tertull. adv. Mare. 
Vv. 4) appears, either ignorantly or 
wilfully, to have misunderstood ‘ adim- 
pleta est, quasi jam non adimplenda.’ 
It may be observed that there is no 
discrepancy between this passage and 
Matth. xxii. 38, Mark xii. 29; for, as 
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cat katecOiere, BAererTe yn UVTO GAARAwY avadwOiTe. 
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16 Aéyw dé, [Ivetuart reptmareire kat Walk according to the 
Spirit, whose fruits no 


law condemns; and not according to the flesh, the 
works of which exclude trom the kingdom of God. 


14. oeauréy] Tisch. (ed. 2) here adopted the more difficult, though not 
wholly unusual reading éavrdy (see Winer, Gr. § 22. 5), but has now rightly 
returned to the reading of his first edition. Zeavrdy is supported by ABCDE 
KN; very many msas.; Marc. ap. Ep’ph., Theodoret, Dam. (Kec., Griesb., Scholz, 
Tisch. ed. 1, Lachm.). ‘Eavrdy appears only in FGL; appy. the majority of 
mss.; Theophyl., (icum., (Mey.). Usteri very plausibly suggests the falling 


away of one of the contiguous sigmas in the course of transcription. 


Meyer observes, St Paul here takes a 
lofty spiritual eminence, from which, 
as it were, he sees all other commands 
so subordinated to the law of love, 
that he cannot consider the man who 
has fulfilled this in any other light 
than as having fulfilled the whole 
law: comp. Usteri, Zehrb. 1. 1. 4, 
p. 242, and Reuss, Zhéol. Chrét. Iv. 19, 
Vol m1. p. 204 sq. The explanation 
of Vorstius and others, rAnpotcPar= 
dvaxepadaoicGa:, Rom. xiii. 9, here 
falls far short of the full spiritual 
meaning of the passage, and also is at 
variance with the regular meaning of 
wip. in the N.T.; see Matth. iii. 15, 
Rom. viii. 4, xiii. 8, Col. iv. 17. 

dyamyaes] ‘Thou shalt love.’ The 
use of the imperatival future appears 
in the N. T. under three forms ; (a) as 
a mild imperative, in simple prohibi- 
tion, comp. Matth. vi. 5, od« &recbe 
ws ol droxptral’ (b) as a strong impe- 
rative, including prohibition and re- 
proof, comp. Acts xiii. 10, od ratcy 
dcacrpépwv ras d800s Kuplov; (c) asa 
legislative imperative,— both negatively 
(Matth. v. 21, Rom. vii. 7, al.), and 
positively, as here and Rom. xiii. 9. 
The two former usages (which in fact 
may be considered as one, varied only 
by the tone of the speaker) are com- 
mon in classical Greek, see Jelf, Gr. 
§ 413. 1, 2; Bernh. Synt. x. 5, p. 378: 


the latter seems distinctly Hebraistic ; 
comp. Gayler, Part. Neg. Il. 3. 3, p. 75, 
and Winer, Gr. § 43. 5, p. 282. The 
uses of the future in the LX X appear 
to be very varied, and serve to express, 
negatively, quod non convenit (Gen. 
xx, 9), quod non potest (Gen. xxxii. 
12: comp. Matth. iv. 4, al.); and 
positively, quod lacet (Numb. xxxii. 
24), quod solet (Deut. ii. 11). These 
are almost purely Hebraistic: see esp. 
Thiersch, de Pentat. 111. § 11 8q. 

15. Sdxvere cal xareoOlere] ‘bite 
and devour; obx elwe Sdxvere péb- 
vov, Sirep éorl Oupoupévov, a\AA xal 
karec@lere, Srep éorly éupévovros TH 
mwovnpla. 6 uev yap Sdxvwy dpyhs éxh7- 
pwoe wdOos’ 6 5é Karecbiwy Onpwilas 
éoxdrns mwapécxev adrddetw: Chrys. 
Instances of a similar use of Sdxvere 
are cited by Kypke, Obs. Vol. II. p. 
287, and Wetst. in loc. dvahwSijre] 
‘be consumed,’ ‘ consumamini,’ Vulg., 
Clarom.: continuation of the meta- 
phor, there being appy. a species of 
climax in the three verbs &dxvere, 
xareoOlere, and dvadwOjre. The mean- 
ing is sufficiently explained by Chrys., 
4 yap Sidoracts cal h wdxn POoporordy’ 
kal dvadwrixdy xal ray Sexoudvww ab- 
Thy kal elcayébryrwv. 

16. byw Sé] ‘Now I say.’ The 
Apostle now reverts to the first por- 
tion of the command in ver. 13, “iy 
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Thy deuvdeplay els ddopphy rH capxl. 

TIvebpare] ‘by the Spirit,” not exactly 
‘in (khen) the Spirit,’ Copt., still less 
‘Spiritui vitam consecrate’ (dat. com- 
modi; Fritz. Rom. Vol. 1. p. 225), 
but simply ‘Spiritu,’ Vulg., Clarom., 
—the dative being here what is called 
the dat. norma, and indicating the 
metaphorical path, manner, or rule of 
the action; comp. ch. vi. 16, Acts 
xv. 1, Phil. iii. 16: and see Hartung, 
Casus, p. 79; Winer, Gr. § 31. 6. b, 
p- 193; Bernh. Synt. 111. 14, p. 102; 
and exx. collected by Fritz. Rom. xiii. 
13, Vol. 11. p. 142. It is necessary 
to observe that IIvevuarc is not ‘after 
a heavenly or spiritual manner,’ Peile 
(xara ras wvevparixds évrodds, Schol. 
ap. Matth.),—a very insufficient para- 
phrase, nor even, ‘in accordance with 
indwelling grace’ (rvetua 8 rhy vor 
xodoay xdpu, arn yap érl ra xpelrrw 
wodnyel rh» uxt Theod.), as all 
such glosses tend to obscure the true 
nature of the contrast between IIveiua 
and odpt. Whenever these two words 
stand thus opposed, it has been satis- 
factorily shown by Miller (Doctr. of 
Sin, Vol. I. p. 354 8q., Clark) that the 
Ilveiua is not either the spiritual part 
of man (das Geistige), or the human 
spirit, if even always strengthened by 
the Holy Spirit, —the ‘divinized spiri- 
tual’ (das Geistliche; comp. Reuss, 
Théol. Chrét. Vol. 11. p. §4), but the 
Holy Spirit itself, in so far as it is con- 
ceived to be the governing principle in 
man, the active and animating prin- 
ciple of Christian life, the IIvetua ris 
Swiss &vy Xp. I ne., Rom. viii. 2, the Iv. 
Xpiorob, Iv. Geod, 1b. ver. g: see also 
Neander, Planting, Vol. 1. p. 467 
(Bohn), and esp. Hofmann, Schriftb. 
Vol. 1. p. 284 8q. On the omis- 
sion of the article, see notes on ver. 5; 
and on the meaning of repitareiy as 


implying life in its regular and prac- 
tical manifestations, see notes on Phil. 
iii. 18, and on 1 Thess. iv. 12. 

érvOuplay capxds] ‘the desire of the 
flesh, cil. all the motions and desires 
of the merely natural man, all that 
tends to earth and earthliness. The 
meaning of cdpé in this important and 
deeply suggestive passage deserves 
the reader's careful consideration. The 
context seems clearly to show that 
here, as in many other passages in the 
N. T., cdpé is not merely the carnal as 
opposed to the spiritual, ¢. e. the purely 
sensational part of man, but compre- 
hends in a more general notion the 
whule ‘life and movement of man in 
the world of sense’ (Miiller), or per- 
haps, to speak a little more precisely, 
the ‘whole principle and realm of 
earthliness and earthly relations’ (odp- 
xa é:ratéa roy doyioudy Karel dv 
yewdn* Chrys.); selfishness, as Miiller 
has well observed, ever appearing in 
the background. The transition from 
this to the more definitely ethical 
notions of weakness, sin, and sensa- 
tionalism, which Miiller has too much 
lost sight of (see notes on Col. ii. 11), 
is thus easy and natural: see esp. the 
good article of Tholuck, Stud. u. Krit. 
for 1855, p. 485—488; Miiller, Doctr. 
of Sin, Vol. 1. p. 380 sq. (Clark) ; and 
comp. Beck, Seelenl. 11. 18, p. 53; 
Delitzsch, Bibl. Psychol. v. 6, p. 325 
aq. ob py teddonre] ‘ye 
shall not accomplish ; ‘non perficietis, ’ 
Vulg., Clarom.; comp. Matth. x. 23, 
od wh rertdanre ras words. This 
clause may be translated ei:her (a) 
tmperatirely, xal being the simple 
copula joining two imperatival clauses, 
the first expressed affirmatively, the 
second negatively (Copt., Arm., Zth., 
and more recently Hamm., Mey., al.); 
or (5) as a future, in which case xai 
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17. Tadra ydp} So Lach. and Tisch. (ed. 1), with BD'EFGN; 17; Vulg., 
Clarom., Copt., Arm.; Latin Ff. (Mey., Alf, Bagge),—and appy. correctly, as 
8é, though strongly supported, viz, by ACD®KL; nearly all mss.; Syr. (both), 
ZEth. (both); Chrys., Theodoret, Dam., al. (Rec., Griesb., Scholz, Tisch. ed. 2, 
») is much more likely to have been a change from ydp to avoid the seeming 
awkwardness of a repetition of the particle, than vice vers&. There is also 
some weight in the internal evidence; the repetition of yap being so well- 
known a characteristic of the Apostle’s style. 


will be consecutive, and nearly equiv. 
to ‘ita fiet ut;? comp. notes on Phil. 
iv. 12. Of these (a) is perfectly ad- 
missible on grammatical grounds; for 
the general principle—that od wh with 
the 2nd pers. fut. is prohibitive, and 
that with the other persons of the 
future and all persons of the subj. it 
enounces a negation, and not a prohi- 
bition (Hermann on Elmsl. Med. 1120, 
p. 39t)—includes so many scarcely 
doubtful exceptions even in classical 
Greek (see exx. in Gayler, Partic. 
Neg. p. 435), that it may be some- 
times doubted whether the first nega- 
tive both in od wh and py od may not 
really be ‘oratorium magis quam 
logicum’ (Gayler). Be this as it may, 
it seems certain that in later Greek, 
and esp. in the LXX, this use of ov 
»} in nearly all combinations, but esp. 
with subj., is so very abundant (see 
exx. in Gayler, p. 440), that no gram- 
matical objections (opp. te Bloomf.) 
can be urged against the prohibitive 
usage. As however there is no dis- 
tinct instance of such a construction 
in the N.T., and still more as the 
next verses seem more naturally to 
supply the reasons for the assertion 
than for the command, it seems best 
with Vulg., Clarom., Syr., and appy. 
Goth. (see De Gabel. Gr. Goth. § 182. 
1. b. 3) to adopt the future translation. 
On the use of the subj. aor. for the 


future in negative enunciations, see 
notes and reff. on ch. iv. 30; and on 
the subject of the verse as limited to 
religious contentions, see 2 sermons 
by Howe, Works, Vol. III. p. 123 8q. 
(ed. Hewlett). 

17. % yap odp€ «7.A.] ‘For the 
jlesh lusteth against the Spirit,’ reason 
for the foregoing declaration that 
walking after the Spirit will preclude 
the fulfilling the lusta of the flesh ; 
‘merito hoc addit cum in uno et 
eodem homine regenerato sit caro et 
Spiritus: cujus certamen copiosissime 
explicatur, Rom. vii. [15—20].’ Beza. 
In the following words the order 
dyrix. dd\AjAots [ Rec. with K LN; mss.; 
Ff.] is rightly reversed with greatly 
preponderating authority. 
tva pj] ‘to the end that ye may not ;’ 
not ‘so that ye cannot do,’ Auth. (od« 
éxi airlas elwev, G\N ws dxdbrdovPoy 
kara 7d olxetoy idiwua*’ Theod.), but 
with the usual and proper telic force 
of wa, ‘ut non quecumque vultis illa 
(ista, Cl.) faciatis;’ Vulg., Clarom., 
comp. Goth., Atth.: the object and 
end of the rd dyrixetoPae on the part 
of each Principle is to prevent a man. 
doing what the other Principle would 
lead him to; ‘rd IIvefua impedit vos 
quo minus perficiatis ra ris capxés, 
contra 4 odpt adversatur vobis ubi 
7a roU IIvedparos peragere studetis:’ 
Winer; see Fritz. Excurs. in Matth. 


V. 18. 
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p. 838; Baur, Pawlus, p. 533 8q.; 
and comp. the very good remarks of 
Hammond, Serm. vir. Part I. p. 123 
(Angl.-Cath. Libr.), where, although 
he quotes the eventual (ecbatic) sense 
of wa in translation he almost appears 
to adopt the final sense in his remarks 
and deductions. On the use of Wa in 
the N.T., see notes on Eph. i. 17; 
Fritz. Excurs. l.c.; and Winer, Gr. § 
53. 6, p. 406: and for a notice and 
example of its secondary-telic, or sub- 
final use, notes on 1 Thess. v. 4. 
Neither this derivative sense however, 
nor any assumed eventual force (opp. 
to Ust. and De W.), is here to be as- 
cribed to the particle, both being appy. 
inconsistent with the probable meaning 
of 6é\nre* see next note. 

& dv Ore] ‘whatsoever ye may wish.’ 
This latter clause will admit of three 
different explanations according as 
Oé\nre is referred to (a) the carnal 
will, John viii. 44, t Tim. v. 11; (6) 
the moral or better will; or (c) the 
free-will in its ordinary acceptation. 
Of these explanations, the first (a), 
though supported both by Chrys, 
Theod., and several distinguished mv- 
dern expositors (Bull, Harm. Ap. I. 
g. 25 8q.; Neander, Planting, Vol. 1. 
p- 468, ed. Bohn), must still be pro- 
nounced logically inconsistent with 
Ttaira ydp aX. dytix., which seems 
rather to point to the opposition in- 
curred than the victory gained by the 
Spirit. The second (5), though per- 
haps in a less degree, is open to the 
same objection, notwithstanding the 
support it may be thought to receive 
from Rom. vii. 15 8q., where 0é\av 
seems to point to the imperfect though 
better will; see Calv., Schott, De W., 
who conceive that St Paul is here ex- 
pressing briefly what in Rom. J.c. he 
is stating more at length. The simple 


and logical connexion of the words 
however is much better supported by 
(c), subject only to this necessary and 
obvious limitation, that this lcd,somes 
adxyn must be only predicated in its 
full extent of the earlier and more 
imperfect stages of a Christian course ; 
see Olsh. in loc. The state of the 
true believer is conflict, but with final 
rectory; a truth that was felt even 
by the Jews, among whom Abraham, 
Isaac, Jacob, and more especially 
Joseph, were ever cited as instances 
of a victorious issue: Schoettg. de 
Luctd Carnis et Spiritus, ill. 10, II 
(Vol. 1. p. 1204). 

18. et 8& «.7.X.] ‘But of ye be led 
by the Spirit,’ contrasted state to the 
struggle described in the preceding 
verse; ‘ubi vero Sp. vincit, acie res 
decernitur:’ Beng. When the Spirit 
becomes truly the leading and guiding 
principle, then indeed the doubtful 
struggle has ceased; there would be 
no fulfilling of the works of the flesh, 
and by consequence no longer any 
bondage to the law; comp. Maurice, 
Unity of N. T. p. 510, and Baur, 
Paulus, p. 534 note. 

TIvebpar. dyerGe] ‘by the Spirit; 
instrumental dative; comp. 2 Tim. 
iii, 6, dyduera eriOuylacs woexlrats: 
and see Winer, Gr. § 31. 7, p. 194, 
and exx. collected by Kypke, Obs. Vol. 
It. p. 172. Who can doubt, says 
Miiller (Doctr. of Sin, Vol. 1. p. 355, 
Clark), that JIv. dyeo@. here entirely 
corresponds in the mind of the Apostle 
with Rom. viii. 14, Tvevmare Oeod 
&yovra, and that thus the fuller and 
deeper meaning of IIvefua must be 
maintained throughout this paragraph ? 
ovK dere Jwd vopov] ‘ye are not under 
the law,;’—not, on the one hand, be- 
cause there is now no need of its 
beneficial influences (0d Sefra: ris dard 
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Tov véuou BonOelas' Chrys., al.), nor, 
on the other, because it is now become 
an alien principle (Usteri, Lehrb. 1. 4. 
A, p. 57); but simply, ‘because it 
finds nothing in you to forbid or to 
condemn;’ see ver. 23. The more ob- 
vious conclusion might have seemed, 
‘ve are not under the influences of the 
flesh ;’ but as the law was confessedly 
the principle which was ordained 
against the influences and &pya 7ijs 
capxés (Rom. vii. 7 sq.), the Apostle 
(in accordance with the general direc- 
tion of his argument) draws his con- 
clusion relatively rather to the prin- 
ciple, than to the mere state and in- 
fluences against which that principle 
was ordained. 

19. gavepd 84] ‘ But, to explain 
and substantiate more fully the last 
assertion ovx éoré brd vipov, the open 
difference between the works of the 
flesh, against which the law is or- 
dained, and the fruit of the Spirit, 
against which there is no law, shall 
now be manifested by special ex- 
amples.’ arwa éorw] ‘of 
which class are; not quite so much as 
‘quippe que,’ De Wette, ‘que qui- 
dem,’ Schott,—but merely ‘such for 
instance as,’ doris having appy. here 
its classifying force; see notes on ch. 
iv. 24. ssopvela| ‘forni- 
cation.’ Observe the prominence al- 
Ways given to condemnations of this 
deadly sin, it being one of the things 
which the old pagan world deemed as 
merely ddiddopa’ see Meyer on Acts 
XV. 20. The insertion of porxela 
[Ree. with DE(FG ea:)KL; Clarom., 
Goth., Syr.-Phil; Gr. and Lat. Ff.] 
and the change to plurals [FG; Orig., 
al.] are rightly rejected by the best 
recent editors with ABCN; 3 maz., 
Vulg., Syr., Copt., Asth. (both); Clem., 


Mare. in Epiph.; Cyr., al. 
dxaSapota, dofiyea] ‘uncleanness, 
wantonness ;’ comp. Rom. xiii. 13, 
2 Cor. xii. 21 (where the same three 
words are in connexion), Eph. iv. 
19. The distinction between these 
words is drawn by Tittmann, Syn- 
onym. p. I§1,—dxad. (more generic), 
‘queelibet vitee animique impuritas; 
dcé\y., ‘protervitas et impudens pe- 
tulantia hominis dcedyois qui nullam 
verecundiz pudorisque rationem ha- 
bet, non obsccenitas aut foeditas lu- 
bidinis ;’ comp. Etym. Mag., dcé\{yeta’ 
érowusrns mpos wacay iéoviy' and by 
Trench, Synon. § 16, where this lat- 
ter word is defined as ‘petulance or 
wanton insolence,’ and as somewhat 
stronger than ‘protervitas,’ and more 
nearly approaching ‘petulantia.” The 
derivation is very doubtful: it does 
not seem from 6é\yew (Trench), but 
perhaps from do. (satiety) and é\y. 
connected with dAy. (Benfey, Wur- 
zellex, Vol. II. p. 15), or more pro- 
bably (Donalds.) from d@ priv. and 
caday- [cadrayéw, cédas], the primary 
idea being ‘dirtiness,’ ‘foulness.’ 
Winer observes that the vices here 
enumerated may be grouped into four 
classes; (1) sensuality; (2) idolatry, 
not merely spiritual, but actual,— 
amalgamation of Christianity and 
heathenism (1 Cor. viii. 7); comp. 
Neander, Planting, Vol. I. p. 243 note 
(Bohn) ; (3) malice ; (4) excesses. Bengel 
similarly divides them as ‘peccata 
commissa cum proximo, adversus 
Deum, adversus proximum, et circa 
se ipsum ; cui ordini respondet enume- 
ratio fructus Spiritus.’ There does not 
however appear any studied precision 
in the classification: St Paul, as 
Aquinas remarks, ‘non intendit enu- 
merare omnia vitia ordinate et secun- 
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Pappakeia, éxOpat, epis, Tiros, Oumol, eprOeiat, dryoora- 


dum artem, sed illa tantum in quibus 
abundant et in quibus excedunt illi ad 
quos scribit.’ 


~ oF 
20. dappaxela] ‘sorcery,’ Zoe, 


[magia] Syr. This word, like the 
Lat. ‘veneficia’ (Vulg., Clarom.), may 
either imply (a) poisoning, as Ath., 
perhaps Goth., ‘lubjaleisei’ [comp. 
Angl.-Sax. 11], al.; or (8) sorcery, as 
Syr. (both), Copt. (appy.), Arm., al. 
The former is not improbable on ac- 
count of its juxtaposition to &Apac 
(see exx. in Schleusn. Lex. in LXX. 
s.v., Exod. vii. 11, al.); the latter how- 
ever seems here more probable, sor- 
cery, as Meyer notices, being espe- 
cially prevalent in Asia; see Acts xix. 
19. On the subject generally, see De- 
litzsch, Bibl. Psychol. rv. 17, p. 262 sq. 
Both in this and the following words 
there is much variation between the 
sing. andpluralforms. Rec.commences 
the list of plurals with &@pac’ the 
singulars és [ABD!N; mss.] and 
sHros [(A latet) BD'E(FG $)ous); 
17. Goth.] seem however to have 
the critical preponderance, and are 
adopted by Lachm., Tisch. and most 
modern editors. 

Ovpol] ‘displays of wrath;’ both 
this and the associated plurals serv- 
ing to denote the various concrete 
forms of the abstract sins here speci- 
fied: see exx. of @uzol noticed by 
Lobeck, Ajax, 716; Bernhardy, Synt. 
11. 6, p. 62; and esp. the good note of 
Heinichen on Euseb. Eccl. Hist. vurt. 
6, Vol. 11. p.18 sq. The meaning of 
Guués, as its derivation implies [@¥dw, 
perhaps connected with Sanscr. dhu, 
‘agitare,’ Pott, Etym. Forsch. Vol. 1. 
p. 211], is not so much ‘inimicitia 
hominis acerbi et iracundi’ (Tittm. 
Synon. p. 133), a8 tracundia, or rather 
excandescentia, the principal idea be- 


ing that of ‘eager motion towards, 
‘impulse ;’ see esp. Donalds. Crat. 
8 473,—where however the deriva- 
tion of @vw is plausibly referred to 
OE-, on the principle of ‘suggestion 
by contrast.’ It thus differs from 
épy%, both in its rise, as more sudden 
(Luke iv. 28, Acts xix. 28), and its 
nature, as less lasting (compare Ecclus. 
xlviii. 10, xordoat dpyhv xpd Oupod): 
see Trench, Synon. § 37; Fritz. Rom. 
Vol. 1. p. 105; and notes on Eph. 
iv. 31. dpv@elar] 


o 8 n 
‘caballings;’ comp. Syr., [rags 


[rebellio, calumnia]. The accurate 
meaning of the word épi0ela appears 
to have been missed by most of the 
older, and indeed most of the modern 
expositors, by whom it is commonly 
connected with &s (comp. (Ecum.), 
and understood to mean ‘contention ;° 
comp. ‘rixe,’ Vulg., ‘inritationes,’ 
Clarom. Its true etymological con- 
nexion is however with the Homeric 
word €pi@os, ‘a day-labourer,’ and 
thence either with &poy (ri épyafoue- 
yyv Ta Epa, Phavor. Eclog. p. 201, ed. 
Dind.), or more probably with “EPQ, 
Epdw, épd8w, comp. Lobeck, Patholog. 
p. 365. Its meaning then is (a) La- 
bour for hire; comp. Suidas, s.v. de- 
xdferOar’ (8) Scheming or intriguing 
for office, ‘ambitus;’ comp. Aristot. 
Pol, V. 2. 3, p. 1302 (ed. Bekk.); 
(y) Party-spirit, a contentious spirit 
of faction; comp. Schol. ap. Matth. 
€p0. dudiddvecnoe wpdéers, and Steph. 
Thes. 8. v., where there are also traces 
of a right perception of the true 
meaning. Of these (7) seems to be 
the prevailing meaning in the N.T., 
where ép:@, occurs no less than 7 
times, and in the follwing combina- 
tions: in Rom. ii. 8, of é& ép:@. are 
coupled with of dresOobvyres rij dAnGelg, 
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: a1. évor] Omitted by Tisch. with BN; 17. 33. 35. 57-73; Demid., Aug.*; 
Clem., Marcion ap. Epiph., Iren.; Cypr., Hieron. (distinctly), Ambrat., Aug. 
([Lachm.], approved by Mill). The authorities for the text are ACDEFGKL; 
great majority of mss. ; Clarom., Boern., Vulg., Syr. (both), Copt., al.; Chrys., 
Theod., al. (Rec., Griesb., Scholz, Mey., Alf., Bagge). These so decidedly pre- 
ponderate, the characteristic paronomasia is so probable, and the omission in 
transcription owing to the similarity in words so very likely, that we do not 


hesitate to restore dévor. 


and are opposed to of xaé’ sroporhy 
Epyou dya0od° in 2 Cor. xii. 20, épiPetat 
are enumerated between @uyol and 
karadaNsal: in Phil. i. 16, 37, éo6. is 
in antithesis to dydwrn* ib. ii. 3, it 
is connected with xevodotla, and in 
James iii. 14, 16, with (Hdros. In 
Ignat. Philad. 8, ép:0. is opposed to 
xptorouadla. It would thus seem 
that in all these passages, with the 
exception perhaps of Rom. l.c. and 
Phil. J.c.,—where the context points 
less to party-spirit than to the cen- 
tentiousness it excites (see notes on 
Phil. i. 17, Transl.)—the meaning 
of épi8. is fairly covered by the defi- 
nition of Fritz, as ‘summa invidia 
pectore inclusa proclivitasque ad ma- 
chinationes ;’ see Riickert on Rom. ii. 8, 
and esp. Fritz. Excursus on ép6os, 
épiGela, éptOevouas, Comm. on Rom. 
Vol. TI. p. 143 8q. Sixooractat, 
alpiceg] ‘divisions, parties;’ the 
‘standings apart’ (comp. ‘tvisstasseis,’ 
Goth.) and divisions (Rom. xvi. 17) 
implied in the former word leading 
naturally to the more determinate 
choice (‘electio presertim discipline 
cujusdam,’ Schott) exercised in the 
formation of the latter ; comp. Theoph. 
and Bagge in loc. . 

21. péBar, capo] ‘drunkennesses, 
revellings,’ ‘ ebrietates, comessationes,’ 
Vulg., Clarom.; the latter being the 
more generic and inclusive, to which 
the former was the usual accompani- 


ment. On the nocturnal capo (7d 
doedyh kal woprxa Aopara, cuprécra’ 
Hesych.) of the ancients, see Schwarz. 
de Comiss. Vet., Altdorf, 17.44 ; Welcker 
in Jacobs, Philostr. I. 2, p. 202 8q.; 
and on the derivation of the word 
[appy. connected with xowudw, and 
from a root xt-] Benfey, Wurzellex. 
Vol. II. p. 150. & wpodtyw 
Sptv] ‘about which I tell you before- 
hand,’ either ‘ premoneo priusquam 
veniat dies retributionis sive judicii 
quem hic respicit,’ Est., or more 
simply, ‘predico, ante eventum,’ 
Beng.; comp. 1 Thess. iii. 4. It is 
not necessary to refer d to mpdocovres, 
as an accus, derived by attraction 
from the accus. object? after that word 
(Schott, Olsh.); the ordinary expla- 
nation, ‘quod attinet ad ea que’ 
(Camerar.), being perfectly satisfac- 
tory. In such cases the relative is 
really governed by the finite verb as a 
species of ‘quantitative’ accus.; its 
prominence in the sentence, and appy. 
absolute use, being designed to call 
attention to that on which the thought 
or action principally turns; comp. 
John viii. 54, and see Scheuerl. Synt. 
§ 8. 4, p. 55. Such sentences often 
involve a slight, but perfectly intelli- 
gible, anacoluthon; see Fritz. Rom. 
vi. 10, Vol. I. p. 393, and comp. notes 
on ch. ii. 20. 

Ka0ds xal apoetrov] ‘as I also told 
you before-hand,’ sc. when I was with 
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Ta Tolavra mpacoorres BactAciav Oceot ov KAnpovouy- 
covow. 6 dexapros Tou [Iveymares ear ayamn, Xapa, 22 
eipyvn, paxpoOuuia, xpyotorns, ayabwowvn, tictis, 


you; the xal appy. reminding them 
that these were warnings not new to 
them. The particle is omitted in 
BEG? (xaOds efrov) ; Amit., Demid.; 
Chrys. (1), al., and bracketted by 
Lachm., but rightly retained as part 
of the text by most recent editors, the 
external evidence in its favour [ACD 
EKLWN‘; nearly all mas., and most 
Vv. ; Clem., Chrys., Theod.] being de- 
cidedly preponderant. TO 
rovavra] ‘such things as these,’ ‘all 
such things.’ The article with roofros 
denotes a known person or thing, or 
the whole class of such, but not an 
undefined individual out of the class ; 
as in that case rotodros is anarthrous : 
see Kiihner on Xenoph. Mem. 1. §. 2, 
and Kriiger, Sprachl. § 50. 4. 6. 
BacirA. Geod od KAnpov.] ‘shall not 
inherit the kingdom of God;’ comp. 
Eph. v. 5, where with equal pertinence 
the declaration is made of present 
time. On the meaning of the inclu- 
sive term BaotAela Geov,—that king- 
dom which was completely established 
at the ascension (see Jackson, Creed, 
X. 45. 2), of which Christ is the 
founder, and Christ (and God, Rev. 
xi. 15, xii. 10) the King, and of which 
the true Christian even while here on 
earth is a aubject,—see esp. Tholuck, 
Bergpred. p. 72 8q.; Bauer, Comment. 
Theol. 11. p. 107 8q.; Heemskerk, Notio 
Ths Bac. x.r.d. (Amst. 1839); and the 
comments of Reuss, Théol. Chrét. 11. 
4, Vol. 1. p. 180 8q. On its distinction 
(whether ‘in sensu étnitiali or jfinali’) 
from the more collective and, so to 
say, localized éxxAnola, see Stier, 
Ephes, Vol. 11. p. 252 8q. 

22. Kapwss] ‘fruit;’ used appy. 
with a significant reference to the 


organic development from the root, 
the Spirit (Olah., Bloomf.); da ri de 
Kapwov xadel rod IIvetuaros; ore ra 
Mev wovnpd Epya ef tudy ylyveras pé- 
vov, 3 kal Epya cadet ra dé xard ob 
Ths huerépas éweuedelas Setrac pdvor, 
GANG Kal ris ro Geol gidavOpwrias’ 
Chrys. It is possible that no marked 
distinction may be intended (Mey.), 
still, as xapwds is nearly always used 
by St Paul ‘in bonam partem’ (Rom. 
i, 13, Vi. 22, xv. 28, Eph. v. 9, Phil. 
i. Ir, 22, iv. 17), and as even in Rom. 
vi. 21, where it is used in ref. to evil 
works, the same meaning (‘what fruit }’ 
t.¢., ‘what really beneficial result had 
ye!’ &c.) appears to be preserved, we 
may safely press the peculiar meaning 
and significance of the term: see an 
excellent sermon on this text by San- 
derson, Serm. Xvi. (ad Aul.) p. 594 
sq. (Lond. 1689). dydin, xapd] 
‘love, joy,’ dydawn, as Mey. observes, 
standing at the head, as the moving 
principle of all the rest (comp. 1 Cor. 
xiii, 1 sq.); and yxapd following, as 
that special gift of the Spirit (comp. 
1 Thess. i. 6) which ought to be the 
pervading principle of Christian life 
(Phil. iv. 4); comp. Reuss, Théol. 
Chrét, Iv. 18, Vol. 11. p. 202. 

adptvy] ‘peace,’ not so much here in 
ref. to peace with God (Phil. iv. 7, see 
notes in loc.), as—in accordance with 
the associated and partially contrasted 
terms &Opa: x.7.X. (ver. 20),—peace 
with one another; comp. 1 Thess. v. 
15. On the meaning of paxpoOupla 
(clementia, qu& ire temperans delictum 
non statim vindices,’ Fritz. Rom. Vol. 
I. p. 98), see notes on Eph. iv. 2, and 
for ita distinction from twoyuor}, notes 
on Col, i. 11. xenoerérys, 
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dyabwotvn] . ‘ benevolence, goodness.’ 
These words are near'y synonymous. 
Xpyorérys (defined in [Plato] Def. p. 
412 E, as yous dwdaorla per’ evdo- 
*+y‘orlas) may perhaps denote that bene- 
volence and sweetness of disposition 
(‘ benignity,’? Wicl., Rhem.) which 
finds its sphere and exercise in our 
intercourse with one another; comp. 
.Tit. iii. 4, where it is joined with 
diravOpwria, and see Tittm. Synon. 
p. 140; Planck, Comment. Theol. Part 
I.p.197; and the citation fram Jerome 
in Trench, Synon. § 50. 
’Aya0wovvn, a somewhat rare word, 
though occurring in three other places 
in St Paul’s Epp. (Rom. xv. 14, Eph. 
Vv. 9, 2 Thess. i. 11), seems more than 
h adanpricpévn aper} (Phavorinus, Zo- 
naras), or even than ‘animi ad optima 
quseque propensio’ (Gom. on Rom, xv. 
14), and may not improbably be ex- 
tended to that ‘ propensio’ as exhibited 
in action, the prupension both to will 
and do what is good ; see Stier, Ephes. 
Vol, 1. p. 265, and comp. Suicer, 
Thes. Vol. 1. p. 16. The idea of 
‘ bountifulness,’ Nehem. ix. 25, is 
‘necessarily included. Jt may thus be 
distinguished from the somewhat late 
word dyabérns (Lob. Phryn. p. 350), 
which rather denotes ‘goodness in its 
essence,’ and is thus commonly used 
in reference to God. alors] 
‘ fauth ;’ not merely ‘ fidelitas, veraci- 
tas in promissis’ (Men. ap. Pol. Syz.), 
z.e. ‘good faith’ (Matth. xxiii. 23; 
Tit. i. 10, wloris dyaO}), but trustful- 
ness (Conyb.), faith in God’s promises 
and mercies and loving trust towards 
men; comp. I Cor. xiji. 7, mdvra 
morevet, where, like pwaxpoduula and 
xpnorérns (ver. 4), it stands as one of 
the characteristics of dydm7. 
23. wpatrns] ‘Meekness,’ ‘modestia,’ 
Vulg. The xpais is defined by Titt- 


mann, Synon. p. 140, a8 ‘mansuetus, 
qui squo animo omnia fert (sanfimii- 
thig),’ comp. Aristot. Eth. Iv. 11. 
This however seems wholly insuffi- 
cient: the Christian grace of xpairns 
is not mere gentleness or drapaila (rd 
ducklvnrov elvac mpos Tas épyds* Stob. 
Floril. 1. 18), but appy. denotes a 
submissiveness to God as well as man, 
and may be distinguished from ézcel- 
ceca as having its seat in the inner 
spirit, while the latter seeks to embody 
itself in acts; see Trench, Synon. § 
43, and notes on Col, iii. 12. On the 
orthography mpaérys (appy. the more 
Attic form, Phot. Zex. p. 386) or 
wpaurns, comp. Lobeck, Phryn. p. 
403. éyxpdreva] ‘temperance,’ 
the exercise of control over passions 
and desires; comp. Acts xxiv. 25, 
2 Pet. i, 6: éyxp, 56 éorw dperh rot 
ércOupnticod xa? qv Kardxovot TY 
Hoyioug ras ércOuylas dpuwoas éwl ras 
gpavras joovds’ Stob. Floril. 1.18. It 
is distinguished by Diog.-Laert. from 
cwdpoovvn as implying a control over 
the stronger passions, whereas the 
latter implies a self-restraint in what 
is less vehement; 7 cwqdpoctvy ipe- 
palas exec Tas émcOuplas, 7 5é éyxpdrea 
opodpds’ Suid. Lex. s.v. Vol. I. p. 
1138 (ed, Gaisf.). The addition of 
ayvela (DIEFG; Clarom., Vulg. [not 
Amit., Fuld.]; Bas., al.) is rightly 
rejected by appy. all editors. 

tav tototrwy] ‘all such things,’ not 
masc. (Theod.), but as seems much 
joore natural, and is perhaps suggested 
by the art. (Olsh.), newt. in reference 
to the preceding virtues; comp. the 
somewhat parallel passage, Stobseus, 
Floril. 1. 18, fin., dkoNovde? 5¢ rG dpery 
xpnororys, émielxera, evryywporivn, éd- 
wis dya0y, re Sé xal ra rTowaira. 
Brown’s argument (p. 307) is certainly 
not convincing, ‘Towovrwy not Taav- 
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24. rol Xpicrod] Tisch. adds "Inood with ABC(N rod Kuplov Xp. ’Inc.); 
mss. ; Copt., Sahid., Ath. (both); Cyr. (often), Doroth., Bas., Procop., Dam., 
al.; Aug. [Lachm.]. The external authorities for the omission are DEFGKL 
(FG add evres, scil. ovres); Vulg., Clarom., Syr. (both), Goth., Arm.; Chrys., 
Theodoret, Pseud-Ath., al.; very many Lat. Ff. (Rec., Griesb., Scholz, Alf). 
Owing to the importance of ABCN, the external evidence may perhaps be con- 
sidered slightly in favour of the addition; the order however is so unusual 
(Eph. iii. 1, Col. ii. 6, but in both with var. readings), and external evidence 
for and against so nearly balanced, that we decide in favour of the shorter 


reading. 


Twy,’—a curious oversight. otk 
torw vopos] ‘there is no (condem- 
natory) law.’ The explanation per 
meiosin, ‘tantum abest ut iis legis 
Mosaicw terrores sint metuendi, ut 
potius Deo sint grati,’ Rosenm. (cited 
by Brown) is not satisfactory. St 
Paul draws a contrast between the 
legal judgment under which the former 
class lay, and the freedom from it 
which those who are led by the Spirit 
enjoy; comp. Bull, Exam. Censure, 
xvu. 16, where however the masc. 
interpr. of rotovrwy is adopted. 

24. of S€) ‘Now they,’ slightly 
contrasted application of the whole 
foregoing particulars to the special 
case of Christians, é¢ not being simply 
continuative (Auth.), nor yet resump- 
tive in ref. to ver. 16 (De W.) or to 
ver. 18 (Beng.), but almost syllogistic, 
the application to Christians forming 
a sort of practical ‘propositio minor’ 
to the foregoing group of verses. The 
connexion then of the whole para- 
graph from ver. 16 appears to be as 
follows; ‘The Spirit and the flesh 
are contrary to each other; if the flesh 
prevail, man is given over to all sin, 
and excluded from the kingdom of 
God: if the Spirit be the leading prin- 
ciple, man brings forth good fruits, and 
is free from the curse of the law. Now 
the distinguishing feature of the true 
Christian is the crucifixion of the 


— 


flesh; consequently, as must be ob- 
vious from what has been said, the 
living in and being led by the Spirit ;’ 
see Riickert in loc. 

trratpacay] ‘crucified,’ scil. when 
they became Christians, and by bap- 
tism were united with Christ in His 
death ; comp. Rom. vi. 3. Though this 
ethical crucifixion is here designated 
as an act past (comp. Rom. vi. 6, 6 
wahads Hudy dvOpwros cuverraupwon), 
it really is and must be a continuing 
act as well; comp. Rom. viii. 13. This 
however the aor. with its usual and 
proper force leaves unnoticed ; it sim- 
ply specifies, in the form of a general 
truth, the act as belonging to the 
past, without affirming or denying 
any reference to the present: see Fritz. 
de Aor. Vi, p. 17; notes on 1 Thess. ii. 
16; and comp. Soph. Antig. 1318 (last 
line) é5l5agav, on which Wex remarks, 
‘unum exemplum quod aliquando eve- 
nerit tanquam norma proponitur :’ see 
also Schmalfeld, Synt. § 60. 2, p. 128. 
In all such cases the regular reference 
of the tense to the past may be felt in 
the kiud of summary way in which 
the action is stated,—the sort of im- 
plied dismissal of the subject, and 
procedure to something fresh; comp. 
Donalds. Gr. § 433. On the 
vital truth that our crucifixion of the 
flesh is included and involved in that 
of Him with whom we are united, 
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comp. Usteri, Zehrb. 11. 1. 3, p. 202 
sq.; and on the whole verse read the 
good sermon of South, Serm, XXIII. 
Vol. Iv. p. 338 sq. (Lond. 1843). 

a5. eb fopey TIvedpari] ‘If we live 
by the Spirit ;'—‘if, as a matter of 
fact (see notes on ch. i. g), we live 
(emphatic) by the efficacy and opera- 
tion of the Spirit;’ assumption natu- 
rally arising from the preceding decla- 
ration of crucifixion of the opposing 
principle, the flesh; ‘enecat& in ho- 
minibus Christianis r7 capxl, necesse 
est in iisdem vivat suamque vim 
libere exserat 7d IIvedua‘’ Schott. The 
omission here of all illative particles 
makes the exhortation more forcible 
and emphatic; comp. 1 Cor. iii. 17. 
There is some little difficulty in the 
explanation of the dative Ilveduart. 
It is certainly not (a) a dat. of man- 
ner, scil. ‘spiritually’ Middl. ; as thus 
not only the force of the verse, but 
the connexion with what precedes, 
arising from the opposition of the 
IIveiua and the cdpt, is completely 
lost. Nor again (6) is it a dative of 
relation, —‘ si vitam nostram ad Spiri- 
tum referimus, ad Spiritum etiam di- 
rigamus vitam ;’ Fritz. (Rom. xiii. 13. 
Vol. 1. p. 142); for though Rom. xiv. 
6—8 supplies a somewhat parallel 
sentiment, the antithesis between the 
two clauses is thus obviously deprived 
of all force and pertinence. On the 
whole then, the ordinary explanation 
(c) would seem to be most satisfactory, 
according to which IIvevuars is to be 
regarded as a form of the instrumental 
or ablatival dative (Winer, Gr. § 31. 
47, p. 194), and here adopted rather 
than d:4 with the accus. (John vi. 57, 
comp. Winer, p. 356) as thus forming 


a sharper antithesis to the dative 
which follows,—‘ if we live by the 
Spirit (if the Spirit is our principle of 
life), by the Spirit let us also walk ;’ 
comp. 2 Cor. iii. 6, 7d dé IIveipa fwo- 
moet? and see Neand. Planting, Vol. 
I. p. 469 sq. (Bohn). The second 
IIveiuart is obviously the dat. norma, 
seil. kara rods éxelvou vopmous wodcTeud- 
pevo’ Chrys.; see notes on ver. 16. 
Fritz. explains it as a dat. commodi, 
‘Spiritui vitam consecrate’ (Rom. iv. 
2, Vol. 1. p. 225); but this (on Rom. 
xiii. 13) he appears to have retracted. 
orory aopev] ‘let us walk.’ The horta- 
tory imperative is not without some 
doctrinal significance (Ust.); the Apo- 
stle evidently assuming the union and 
co-existence of the Divine and human 
powers in the heart of the true Chris- 
tian; comp. Beck, Seeleni. I. 8, p. 20, 
II. 13, p. 32 8q., and Usteri, Lehrd. 
II. 1, 3, p. 218 note. The command is 
substantially the same as that in ver. 
16, except perhaps that crocxety [orex-] 
may imply a more studied following 
of a prescribed course than the more 
general reprarew (notes on Phil. iii. 
18); comp. Polyb. Hist. XxvItl. 5. 6, 
oroxey TH THs cuykAhrov mpobéce’ 
Dion.-Hal. Antig. vi. 65, crotxet rats 
@relooe yrwuacs’ and the somewhat 
unusual expression grotxely pug ‘yu- 
yackl, Schol. Arist. Plut. 773. 

26. pr ywopela utd] ‘Let us 
not become ;’ not ‘let us not be,’ Auth. 
(comp. Syr.), but ‘non efficiamur,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., ‘ vairpamma,’ Goth.; 
there being appy. no less in the verb 
than in the person an intentional 
mildness, which seems to imply that 
the sin of xevodogia had not yet taken 
root, though the very warning sug- 


V. 25—VI. 1. 
"Adedgol, éav cai mpoAnupdn av- VI. 


Opwros ey Tim wapanTw@pmari, vueis ot 


Ye who are spiritual 
should bear and for- 
bear: examine your 
selves before vejudge 
others. 

gests that it was to be expected. The 
verse thus forms a suitable concluding 
warning against those particular sins 
of the Galatians to which the Apostle 
alluded in ver. 13—15 and at the 
close of ver. 20, and belongs to chap. 
v., though it also serves very natu- 
rally to connect the doctrinal with the 
more directly admonitory portion of 
the Epistle, which begins with the 
next chapter. A close connexion with 
chap. vi. (Mey., al.) seems clearly at 
variance with the introductory dde\- 
gol (comp. ch. iv. 12), and the change 
of person. 

GAAHA. mpoxarobpevar] ‘provoking 
each other,’ scil. eds dtrovecias Kal 
&pes* Chrys., ‘calling one another out 
to the field of controversy,’ Brown; 
nee Herodian, Hist. v1. g (Oxon. 
1704), mpoxadetras Huds els udxny’ and 
simply, Polyb. Hist. 1. 46. 11, wpo- 
Kkadovpevos rods wodexlous. 

The meaning of d@ovotvres has been 
modified by some commentators ‘with- 
holding out of envy’ (Olsh.), ‘hating’ 
(Brown). This is not necessary; ¢0o- 
vety is the correlative act on the part 
of the weak to the rpoxadeio@a on 
the part of the strong. The strong 
vauntingly challenged their weaker 
brethren: the weak could only retali- 
ate with envy. It may be remarked 
that @Govety does not occur elsewhere 
in N. T.; in James iv. 2, the correct 


reading ia govevere. 


CHAPTER VI. 1. ddaAdol] ‘ Bre- 
thren ;’ conciliatory mode of address 
introducing the more directly admo- 
nitory portion: ‘latet in hoc etiam 
uno verbo argumentum:’ Beza. 
dav Kal rpoAnudOy] ‘tf a man be even 
surprised or caught; ‘preoccupatus 
fuerit,’ Vulg., Clarom., Syr., ‘gafau- 
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haidan,’ Goth. The verb wpoknudl7 
has received several different inter- 
pretations, in accordance with the dif- 
ferent meanings assigned to xpd. The 
more strict temporal meaning, ‘antea,’ 
whether referred to the arrival of the 
Epistle (Grot.), to a recurrence of the 
offence (Winer), or to the attempt at 
restoration,—the AapSdverPar taking 
place before the xarapriftere (Olsh.),— 
is unsatisfactory, as the emphatic po- 
sition of rpoAnugOy and the force of 
kat are thus both obscured. The com- 
mon reference to the unexpectedness 
of the sin (‘notat improvisam occu- 
pationem,’ Vorst.; dd» ouwaprayy, 
Chrys.) is also inconsistent with xal, 
as this meaning of wpd would tend to 
excuse and qualify, whereas xal seems 
to point out an aggravation of the 
offence. If however wpd be referred 
to the power of escape,—‘be caught 
before he could escape,’ ‘flagrante de- 
licto,’—not only the intensive force of 
xal, but the emphatic pesition of 
wpo\nzd07 and the general tenor of 
the exhortation is fully preserved. 
This meaning of wpodayf., it must be 
admitted, is rare, but see exx. in 
Kypke, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 289, and esp. 
Wisdom xvii. 16, wpodrAnpOels, rhy 
SuodAuKroy Euevey dydyxny. On 
the Alexandrian form wpodnugéy, see 
Winer, Gr.§ 5.4, p. 46; Tisch. Prolegom. 
p. XLVII; and on the difference be- 
tween éday kai and xal édy, see note on 
ch. i. 8; Herm. Viger, No. 307; Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 11. p. 519. ty Tus 
waparreépan] ‘in any transgression,’ 
in any particular act of sin, esp. on 
the side of error, stumbling, or trans- 
gression of acommand, On the dis- 
tinction between wapdrrwua (more 
particular) and duapria (more gene- 
ral), see notes on Eph. ii. 1. 
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ITPO2 TAAATAZ. 


iy 4 a , of. 
TVEVULATIKOL KaraptiCere TOV TOLOUTOV ev TWVEVULATEL 7 pau- 


F A a 4 os 
2 THTOS, GKOTwY TeavTOY, My Kal ov TetpacOis. 


Spets of wrvevparicol] ‘ye the spiritual 
ones, ‘ye that are spiritual.’ The 
tenor of the exhortation, coupled with 
the similar distinctions which St Paul 
seems elsewhere to have recognized in 
his converts (€.g., 1 Cor. iii. 1), ap- 
pears in favour of the opinion that 
the Apostle is here designating not 
merely those who were subjectively 
wvevparikol, t.€., who thought them- 
selves such (comp. Windischm.), but 
those who were objectively mwvevpar., 
those who had remained true to him 
and his doctrines; see Olsh. in loc. 
That the teachers are mainly addressed 
in ver. r—s, and the hearers and laity 
in ver. 6—10, is also probable. 
Kataprifere] ‘restore.’ The technical 
meaning d7d ray éapOpnudrwy, ‘re- 
ponere in artu luxata membra’ (Steph. 
Thes. Vol. Iv. p. 1213), adopted by 
Beza, Bloomf., Brown, al., does not 
seem to be here alluded to, as examples 
of the simple ethical sense (d:opGoire, 
Chrysost.) are sufficiently common; 
comp. Herodot. v. 28, Karapritew 
(MiAyrov): Stob. Floril. 1. 85, xarapr. 
dlrous dcagepouévous’ Greg.-Nazianz. 
Orat. xxvi. Vol. I. p. 443 B, wé0ev 
oly dptouat xaraprivew tyas, ddedgol ; 
cited by Dindorf. 

wvevxpar. mpatrytos] ‘the spirit of 
meekness ;’ not merely ‘a meek spirit,’ 
—a wholly inadmissible dilution of 
the true meaning of the words,—but 
@ spirit of which the principal consti- 
tuent (comp. Bernhardy, Synt. m1. 
44, p. 161) or characterizing quality 
(Scheuerl. Synt. § 16. 3, p. 115) is 
mwpairns, compare Winer, Gr. § 34. 3. 
b, p. 212. The anarthrous mvedua 
(but after a prep.) refers ultimately, as 
Chrysostom felt, to the Holy Spirit, 
one of whose especial xaplopara is 
‘ gentleness ;’ see ch. v. 23. This re- 


&NA- 


ference however must not be over- 


stated, or expressed by the use of a 


capital letter; for, as in 1 Cor. iv. 21 
(where wv. mpairynros is joined with 
dydin), so here zy. seems immediately 
to refer to the state of the inward 
spirit as wrought upon by the Holy 
Spirit, and ultimately to the Holy 
Spirit as the inworking power; comp. 
Rom. i. 4, y aywovvys’ viii. 15, wv. 
vlodeclas’ 2 Cor. iv. 13, wv. THs ml- 
orews’ Eph. i. 17, wv. codlas’ in all 
which cases wv. seems to indicate the 
Holy Spirit, and the abstract gen. the 
specific xdpioua’ see Hamm. in loc., 
and notes on 2 Tim. i. 7. 

oKoray ceavréy] ‘looking to thyself; 
temporal c.ause stating the (proper) 
concomitants of the action (‘consider- 
ing all the time thy own case’) or 
perhaps with a secondary-causal force 
hinting at the reasons for it: see 
Kriiger, Sprachl. § 56. 12. 1; Schmal- 
feld, Synt. § 207; and comp. Donalds. 
Gr. § 615. For instances of the em- 
phatic and individualizing enallage of 
number, see Bernhardy, Synt. Xil. 5, 
p- 421. Lachm. connects this clause 
with ver. 2, putting a full stop after 
wvevp.. wpairnros, and a comma after 
wepacOys, but thereby obviously 
weakens the whole force and point of 
the address. The xvevyarixol were 
reminded of their own liability to fall 
into temptation: why? Surely not to 
urge them merely generally to bear one 
another's burdens, but particularly to 
evince their Christian spirit by re- 
storing one who had fallen only after 
all as they themselves might. 

pr] «T.A.] ‘lest thow also shouldst be 
tempted,’ scil. in a like case; subjunc- 
tive (‘verentis est ne quid nunc sit, 
simulque nescire se utrum sit necne 
significantis ;’ Herm. Soph. Ajaz, 272), 
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Awv ra Bapy BacraCere, kai otrws avarAnpwoere Tov 


2. dvardnpwoere] Tisch. (ed. 2, 7) reads dvarAnpdoare with ACDEKLN; 
appy. nearly all mss.; Syr.-Philox., perhaps Goth. [but conjunct. acts both for 
fut. and imper.; De Gabel. Gr. § 182. 186]; Clem., Ath., Chrys., Theodoret, 
Dam., al. (Rec., Griesb., Scholz). The authorities for the text are BFG ; 2 mss. ; 
Vulg., Clarom., Syr., Arm., Copt., Sahid., Ath. (both); Theodoret (ms.), 
Aster., Procl., Marc. erem.; Tert.™*"°, Cypr., al. (Lachm., Tisch. ed. 1, Meyer, 
De Wette, approved by Mill, Prolegom, p. 123). The preponderance of MSS. 
evidence is thus plainly in favour of the imper. ; still the testimony of the Vv. 
joined with the extreme probability of a change from the fut. to the imp. (see 
Mill, l.c.) seems sufficient to authorize the rejection of a reading, which on’ 


strict grammatical principles may be pronounced somewhat suspicious. 


and in the aor., in reference to an 
event still impending ; see Winer, Gr. 
§ 56. 2, p. 447, and the copious list of 
exx, of this and similar constructions 
in Gayler, Part. Neg. p. 325. 

a. dAAjjAov ta Bdpn] ‘the bur- 
dens of ONE ANOTHER;’ the daAdp\., 
as Meyer rightly observes, being em- 
phatic, not however with any oblique 
reference to the burden of the Law 
(Alf.), but simply in opposition to 
that selfish feeling which would leave 
each one to bear his own; contrast 
the Apostle’s own example, 2 Cor. 
xi. 29. The meaning of this expres- 
sive word must not be too much 


circumscribed. It seems chosen with 


inclusive ref. to all forms of weak- 
nesses (deGerjuara, Rom. xv. 1), suf- 
ferings, and perhaps more especially 
sins; the purport of the command 
being dépew ra Tov wAnoloy édXarru- 
para, Chrys., or, with more exact- 
ness, érixougivew rhy Wuxhy urd ris 
To0 dpapriaros cuvedicews BeBapn- 
pévny’ Theod.-Mops. p. 129. 

Bacrdfere] ‘bear,’ t.¢,, sustain as a 
superimposed burden. On the parti- 
cular use and meaning of Bacrdfew 
in the important doctrinal statement, 
Matth. viii. 17, as exemplified by 
this passage, see Magee, Atonement, 
No. xuu. Vol. 1. p. 415 8q. 

kal otras dvawAnpdcere] ‘and thus 


shall ye fulfil, — thus, in this way and 
no other, viz. by following the exhor- 
tation just given. Future after impe- 
rat, as in ch. v. 16. On the whole 
(see crit. note) the future seems the 
more probable, as well as perhaps the 
more strictly grammatical reading ; for 
though no opposing argument can be 
founded on the use of the imper. aor. 
combined with the imper. present (the 
former often stating the general com- 
mand, the latter some of the detatle ; 
comp. Schémann, Jecus, p. 235), still 
in the case of this particular verb the 
use of the present (comp. Barnab. Ep. 
21, dvaw\npodre wacay évro\hy) is 
much more natural. The compound 
dvarAnpody is not simply synonymous 
with wAxpoiy (Riick., al.), but appears 
in all cases to denote a complete filling 
up, and to point to a partial rather 
than an entire vacuum; ‘hec demum 
erit perfecta legis impletio,’ Winer, 
Verb. Comp. Fasc. UI. p. 11; comp. 
Plut. Poplic. § 11, dverAfpwoe thy 
BovAip ddvyarSpoicay (‘made up the 
full number of’), and see notes on 
Phil. ii. 30. The explanation of 
Chrys., xow? wdyres wAnpdcare, is 
not satisfactory. 

vov vonov trot Xp.] ‘the law of 
Christ ;’ not generally ‘le mobile des 
actes du Chrétien’ (Reuss, Théol. Chr. 
1v. 16, Vol. a. p. 168), but definitely 
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WPOZ TAAATAS. 


3 vonov tou Xpiorov. ef yap doxei Tis elval Te mydev wv, 


(a e o a 
4 Ppevarara eavTov. TO 
‘the law of love’ (riv dydarny dnals, 
Theod.-Mops.), which He gave (John 
xiii. 34, évroAhy xawhy Sliwu bu, Wa 
dyarare d\djAous* 1 John iii. 23, dya- 
w@pev G\A}Aovs Kadws ESwxev evrodhy 
jpiv), and which He so graciously 
exemplified, adrés yap ras dyaptias 
hay avédaBe xal ras vocous é8doracer’ 
Schol. ap. Matth. The peculiar term 
yémos is perhaps here chosen with some 
reference to the case of the Galatians: 
they affected an observance of the law 
of Moses, here was a law of Christ in 
which was included the fulfilment of 
the whole law; comp. ch. v. 14. This 
‘novum preeceptum Christi’ is illus- 
trated and explained by Knapp, Script. 
Var. Arg. No. x. p. 369 sq. 

3. @ ydp «7.A.] ‘For if any one 
thinks &c.” confirmation of the fore- 
going exhortation to gentleness and 
humility, by showing the evils of the 
opposite course. The best motive to 
indulgence towards others is, as Olsh. 
remarks, the sense of our own weak- 
ness. pdtv dv] ‘when he is 
nothing,’ ‘being all the time nothing ; 
temporal, or in the more accurate lan- 
guage of Schmalfeld, ‘temporal-con- 
cessive’ participle, stating what the 
man after all is, in spite of his opinion 
of himself; see the exx. in Schmalfeld, 
Synt. § 207.2, p. 415. Alford finds 
in this use of the subjective undev ra- 
ther than ovdéy (absolute) a fine irony, 
—‘ being, if he would come to hinnself 
and look on the real fact.” This how- 
ever is somewhat precarious, as the use 
of the subjective negation with par- 
ticiples is the prevailing usage in the 
N.T.; see Green, Gr. p. 122. While 
then we may press od when s0 con- 
nected, we must be careful in over- 
pressing “7, see notes on 1 Thess. ii. 
15, iii. I. For illustrative exx. 


de épyov éavrou JoximaCéeTwo 


of the general form of expression, see 
Wetst. in loc., and Kypke, Obs. Vol. 
II. p. 291; one of the most apposite 
is Plato, Apol. p. 41 E, édy Soxdci 
Te elvas under Svres. 

ppevararg] ‘deceiveth his own mind,’ 
‘inwardly deceiveth himself ;’ comp. 
Goth., ‘frapja-marzeins ist’ [intellec- 
tus deceptio est]. The verb is an 
dwat ey. in the N. T.; comp. how- 
ever dpevardrnys, Tit. i. 10, and drardy 
kapélay éavrod? James i. 26. This 
last passage may perhaps enable us 
to draw a distinction between dward 
éaurdy and dpevararg éauréy. The 
former may imply a deception which 
had something objective to rest upon ; 
the latter a more studied, inward-work- 
ing, and purely subjective deception ; 
comp. notes on Tit. i. 10. Hence the 
force of the command which follows, 
7d &pyor Soxiuagérw, let him put to 
the proof his outward acts, and upon 
them form his judgment. The gloss of 
Hesych. (xAevdfer), or even of Zonaras 
(Scarral¢es) does not, consequently, seem 
quite sufficient. The order éavrév 
¢pewar. (Rec. with DEFGKL; al.] 
is well supported, but inferior in point 
of critical authority to that of the text 
(Lachm., Tisch., with ABC; 80, al.), 
and not improbably a correction to 
give éauvrév studied prominence. 

4- 0 Epyov davrot Soxip.] ‘prove 
his own work,’ put to the test all that 
he is particularly engaged on; ‘rem 
non opinionem de se,’ Beng. The 
singular with the article is appy. here 
used collectively (De W., Mey.), scil. 
ras éavrod mpdtes, Theophyl., rd 
BeBiwuéva abr, CEcum.; ‘universam 
agendi rationem complectitur,’ Schott : 
comp. Rom. ii. 15, 1 Pet. i. 17; and 
see Winer, Gr. § 27. I, p. 157. On 
the meaning of Soxiudfew (uer’ dxpi- 


VI. 3, 4, 5- 
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4 ‘ , 2 e \ ’ ‘ , 9 4 
EXACTOS, KQt TOTE ES EAUTOY LOVOY TO KaUX na e&et, Kat 


9 9 A 4 
oUK eis Tov ETepov 
, 
Bacracet. 


Belas é€erdtev, Theoph.), see notes on 
Phil. i. 10; Suicer, Thesaur.s. v. Vol. 
I. p. 936; and for a good practical ser- 
mon on this and the preceding verse, 
Usher, Serm. 111. Vol. XIII. p. 31 8q. 
(ed. Elrington). 

vo Katynpa K7.A.] ‘his ground of 
boasting.’ The true meaning of this 
passage has been somewhat obscured 
by a neglect of the exact meaning and 
force of the different words. (1) The 
concrete xavxnua, gloriand: materies 
(Rom. iv. 2, 1 Cor. ix. 15, 16, al.), 
must not be confounded with xatyyors, 
gloriatio (Rom. iii. 27, al.), the distinc- 
tion between these words being appy. 
always observed in the N. T., even 
in 2 Cor. v. 12, ix. 3, al.: (2) the 
article is not used xar’ étox%y, but 
pronominally (Middleton, ch. v. 3); 
‘hts ground of boasting,’ the cavynpya 
which properly belongs to him ; comp. 
1 Cor. iv. 5, rére 6 éravos yerjoerat 
éxdorw* (3) the prep. els must in 
each clause bear the same meaning 
(opp. to De Wette); the most simple 
and suitable appearing to be, ‘ with 
regard to,’ ‘in relation to,’ not ‘con- 
tra,’ Schott (which can be justified, 
e.g. Luke xii. 10, but connected with 
éauvr. would involve an artificial ex- 
planation); comp. 2 Cor. xi. 10, 7 
Kavynois airy od dpayhoera: els eué: 
Eph. iii, 16, xparacw@0fvas...els ror Eow 
&»Opwrov’ comp. Winer, Gr. § 49. a, 
p. 354; Bernh. Synt. v. 11, p. 220: 
(4) the force of rdv Erepoy (not Erepo», 
as implied by Auth.) must not be 
overlooked, scil. ‘the one with whom 
he is contrasting himself;’ ‘his neigh- 
bour,’ Copt., Arm. The meaning 
of the whole clause then will be, ‘If 
any one wishes to find matter for 
boasting, let it be truly searched for 


exaoros yap To tWdiov optiov 5 


in his own actions, and not derived 
from a contrast of his own fancied vir- 
tues with the faults of others ;’ comp. 
Hammond in loc. True Christian xav- 
xnua, like St Paul’s, must be found 
either in a deep and thankful acknow- 
ledgment of blessings and successes 
(& Kuply xavxdoOw, 2 Cor. x. 17), or 
in afflictions and weakness (2 Cor. xi. 
30, xii. 5), which etill more show 
forth both the mercy and the mighty 
power of the Lord; comp. 2 Cor. xii. 


5. €xacrog ydp] ‘ For each man; 
confirmatory clause standing in close 
connexion with the last words of ver. 
4, and assigning the reason why a 
man would have little real or just 
ground for claiming spiritual supe- 
riority over his neighbour: he had 
only to look at himeelf to see that he 
had his own burden to bear; xal ad 
Kdxeivos 7d Utor doprlovy Baordcere’ 
C£cum. doprlov] ‘load ;” 
not identical with the preceding Sd- 
pos, ver. 3 (Vulg., Clarom., Arm., 
but not any of the other Vv.), which 
perhaps is used as a more general term 
in reference to the community at 
large, while gopr. has a more indi- 
vidualizing reference to the particular 
load of sins and infirmities which each 
one, like a wayfarer (comp. Ecclua. 
xxi. 16, Xenoph. Mem. 111. 13. 6), had 
to carry: ‘alia sunt onera partici- 
pandz infirmitatis, alia reddende ra- 
tionis Deo de actibus nostris: illa 
cum fratribus sustentanda communi- 
cantur, heec propria ab unoquoque por- 
tantur :’ August. de Consens, Evang. 
It. 30. 72. The qualitative and hum- 
bling distinction of Chrys. (rots dvéuace 
rot doprlov xal ris dxOogoplas widfwy 
airdy rd cuveadés), and the quantita- 
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6 Kowwveirw dé 6 xatnyovmevos Tov 


TIPOZ TAAATA2Z. 


Be liberal to your 
teachers: as ye sow 


now, wae it be to the flesh or to the Spirit, so shall ye reap. 


tive of Beng. (‘¢opriov, par ferentis 


viribus: PBdpy que excedunt’) do- 


not appear so natural or probable. 
The allusion which Conyb. here finds 
to Aisop’s well-known fable (the II7- 
pat S00,? p. 165, ed. De Furia) is not 
very plausible, as the point of the 
fable and the tenor of this verse are 
far from being identical. Baord- 
oe] ‘shall bear,’ scil. ‘has to bear,’ 
“must bear.’ The future does not 
here refer to the day of judgment 
(Theod., al.; see ch. v. 10), nor even 
(like &ec) to the future period when 
the conviction is arrived at, ‘ will find 
he has to bear’ (Windisch., al.); but 
is appy. used ethically in ref. to what 
according to the nature of things must 
be the case; comp. notes on Eph. v. 
31; Thiersch, de Pent. m1, 11, p. 158 
sq.; and see exx. in Jelf, Gr. § 406. 3, 
and Bernhardy, Synt. X. §, p. 377. 
It was not so much from a sense of 
future responsibility, as from a consci- 
ousness of present unavoidable 4xo- 
gopla, that a man would be led to 
think humbly of himself and kindly 
of his neighbour. The observation of 
Fritzsche on the use of the future is 
worthy of citation ; ‘ Futurum in sen- 
tentia generali recte ponitur, quando- 
quidem rei que in nullum tempus non 
convenire videatur etiam futuro tem- 
pore locum futurum esse jure sumitur :’ 
on Rom. vii. 3, Vol. II. p. 9. 

6. Kowovelrm St «7.A.] ‘But le 
him that is instructed...share with, &c.’ 
exhortation to the duty of sharing 
temporal blessings with others, placed 
in contrast (5¢) to the foregoing decla- 
ration of individual responsibility in 
spiritual matters. With regard to 
the construction there is some little 
doubt whether xowwyveiy is here transi- 


tive (‘sit benignus in magistrum in 


omni bonorum genere,’ Fritz. Rom. 
l.c.; comp. Chrys. racav éxidecxvicbw 
wept avrdv Sayi\ecav), or intransitive. 
The verb has three constructions in 
the N.T.; (a) with gen. of the thing, 
only Heb. ii. 14; (6) with dat. of 
thing, the common construction, Rom. 
xii. 13, xv. 27, 1 Tim. v. 22, 1 Pet. 
iv. 13, 2 John 11; (c) dat. of person, 
the thing under the regimen of a prep., 
Phil. iv. 15. In all these instances 
(even in Rom, xii. 13) the meaning 
seems clearly intransitive. The same 
appears to be the meaning in the pre- 
sent case: for though the transitive 
constr. is lexically adinissible: (xowwv 
go ay exw, dyri tof peradliwm’ 
Thom.-Mag.), and yields a perfectly 
good sense; still the prevailing use of 
xowwvely in the N.T., the analogy 
of construction between this passage 
and Phil. iv. 15, oddeula poe éxxAnola 
éxowdvncev els Adyor Sbcews Kal Arp- 
yews, and the general context, supply. 
arguments in favour of the intransitive 
meaning which seem distinctly to 
preponderate. 

6 xarnxotp. tov Adyov] ‘he that is 
instructed in THE WORD,’ scil. in the 
Gospel (see Acts xv. 7, roy Adyov Tov 
evayyeAlov, and comp. Luke i. 2), rév 
Aéyov being the accus. of reference, 
or what is termed ‘the qualitative ob- 
ject’ (Hartung, Casus, p. 55, 61) after 
the pass. part. xaryxovmeros (Acts 
xviii. 25); see Winer, Gr. § 32. 5, p 

204, and esp. Schmalfeld, Synt. § 25, 
compared with § 16, ad fin. With 
regard to the meaning of xarnxéw, 
which has here been somewhat unduly 
pressed, we may observe that the word 
appears to have four meanings; (a) 
sono; dvri rob #x&, Suidas; (8) sono 
impleo; comp. Lucian, Jup. Trag. 
39. Kargdouc: xal xarnxodor (y) vivd 
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woce erudio, wporpérona kal wapawd), 
Suic.; comp. Syr. WSQe9 [qui 


vy °e 
audit], 4ith.; and see Joseph. Vet. § 
69, where this meaning seems con- 
firmed by the context dAjJaar duap- 
tépe’ and lastly (5), with a more 
general and unrestricted reference, 
edoceo (&3doxw, Heaych., Zonaras),— 
appy. the meaning in the present 


case (‘sa laisida,’ Goth. 1232A8o9 


o> a) 
{qui instituit] Syr.-Phil.), and in the 
majority of the passages in the N. T. 
(Luke i. 4, Acts xviii. 25, Rom. ii 
18; perhaps even 1. Cor. xiv. 19, 
Acts xxi. 21, 24) in which it occurs ; 
the idea of oral teaching being merged 
in that of general instruction how- 
ever communicated. On the use of 
the word, esp. in Eccl. writers, see 
Suicer, 7hesaur. s.v. Vol. 1 p. 69 8q,., 
where this word is fully explained. 
@& radaw dyalots] ‘in (sphere of the 
action of xowwveiv) all good things,’ 
t.e. ‘all temporal blessings;’ com- 
pare 1 Cor. ix. 11, There does not 
seem sufficient reason for leaving the 
ancient interpretation, xedever ots 
wveuparixay dwrodateves peradiddvas 
Tay capxixGy' Cicum.: see Neand. 
Planting, Vol. 1. p. 153 note (Bohn). 
The usual objections are based on 
the isolation of the verse from ver. 
§ and ver. 7, which this interpre- 
tation is thought to cause. This 
however does not appear to be the 
case. The concluding words of ver. 
5, if left without any further addition, 
might have been misconstrued into 
an implied declaration that it was not 
right to be chargeable on anybody. 
This the Apostle specially, but almost 
parenthetically, obviates, indicating 
with &é (see above) the contrast be- 


tween the spiritual and the temporal 
application. 

7. pr) wAavdorte] ‘Be nut deceived :’. 
continuation of the subject in a more 
general and extended way, though 
still not without reference to the sub- 
ject of the special command. This 
solemn and emphatic mode of admo- 
nition is used by St Paul in two 
other passages, 1 Cor. vi. 9, and xv. 
33; in the former with reference to 
an evil act, in the later to an evil 
conclusion, just mentioned. In the 
present case the reference appears 
rather to what follows; though a 
reference to what precedes (‘pre- 
stringit tenaces,’ Parsus) need not be 
excluded. Ignatius uses the same 
form, Eph. 5, 16, Philad. 3, nym: 
6. of puxrnp(erat] ‘ts 
not (actually, or with impunity) 
mocked ;’ ‘non irridetur,’ Vulg. This 
emphatic word is used several times in 
the LXX, and occasionally in later 
classical writers: puxryplfew A\éyomer 
rovs é&y TG ds:awalfew twas Tolrd rws 
7d wépos (uuxriipa) émowGvras’ Htym. 
M.s8.v. puxrip, p. 594 (ed. Gaisf.). 
Elsner (Obs. Vol. 11. p. 199) has illus- 
trated this meaning by a few examples, 
e. g. Quintil. Znst. vu. 6. §9; Sueton. 
Auguat. 4; Cicero, Epist. Fam. xv. 19. 
In Hippoc. p. 1240 D, it oocurs in the 
sense of ‘ bleeding at the nose,’ 

8 ydp ddv «.t.A.] ‘for whatsoever a 
man soweth;’ confirmation of the 
truth of the preceding assertion by 
means of a significant image (comp. 
Matth. xiii. 39) derived from the na- 
tural world. rovra Kal 
Osplora] ‘this—and nothing else than 
this—ehall he also reap ;’ the xat with 
its ascensive force pointing to the regu- 
larly developed issues. Wetst. (tn loc.) 
aptly cites Cic. de Oraé. 11. 65, ‘ut se 
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mentem feceris, ita metes.’ On this 
text see two sermons by Farindon, 
Serm. .XL, tx. Vol. I. p. §2 8q. 
(Lond. 1849). 

8. Sn dé owelpwy] ‘ Because he that 
48 sowing ;’ reason for the concluding 
tovro xal Oeploe, and exemplification 
of it in spiritual things; he that is 
sowing one kind of seed (the Spirit) 
will reap the regular products and de- 
velopments of that seed; he that is 
sowing another (the flesh) those of 
that other: doxep yap éxl Trav oxep- 
pdrwv obx && aweipovra dpdbBous 
(vetches) ofroy duffoa Sef yap roi 
avroi yévous xal ray oxdbpov elvar xal 
roy dunréx’ Chrys. ds 
viv cdpxa éavrot] ‘unto, or for, his 
own flesh,’ not ‘in carne sua,’ Vulg., 
Clarom. ; for though the flesh and the 
Spirit are represented under the image 
of two corn-fields, in which seed is 
sown, and from which the harvest is 
gathered, the meaning of els is still 
not local (‘in, tanquam in agrum,’ 
Beng.), but, in accordance with ite 
more usual meaning, ethical (‘carni 
suze,’ Beza, comp. Copt.); the prepp. 
used in the N.T. in a strictly local 
sense being appy. é& and éwi, the 
former in reference to the enclosure in 
which the seed is sown (Matth. xiii, 
24, 27, ib. 19, and metaphorically, 
Mark iv. 15, Ree., Lachm.), the latter 
to the spot on which it is cast (Matth. 
xiii. 20, 23, Mark iv. 16, 20, 31). 
In the expression els rds dxdyOas 
(Matth. xiii. 22, Mark iv. 18) els 
rather means ‘among ;’ comp. Plato, 
Leg. vin. p. 838. § E. The force 
of the pronoun éavrod must not be 
overlooked, selfishness being implied 
ad well as carnality; ‘caro suttati de- 


~ 


dita est;’ Beng.: compare Aquinas 
(cited by Windisch.), ‘sed nota quod 
cum agit de seminatione carnis dicit 
in carne sua, quia caro est nobis, de 
natur& nostra; sed cum loquitur de 
semine Spiritus non dicit swo, quia 
Spiritus non est nobis a nobis, sed a 
Deo.’ 8opdv] ‘corruption,’—of 
the whole man, both body and soul ; 
not merely in the narrower physical 
sense of ‘decay ’(xal ydp atra pbel- 
povras xal cvppbelpe 7d oGpa* Chrys.); 
but also in the fuller ethical sense 
of ‘corruption of soul,’ in which of 
course eternul death and ‘destruction’ 
(Hesych. ¢@opd° 8\eOpos) are involved 
and implied ; see 2 Pet. i. 4, ii. 12, 19, 
and comp. Rom. vi. 21, 22. The use 
however of ¢@opd rather than dw- 
Ae (Phil. iii. 19)—though it possibly 
may be introduced as more applicable 
to odpt (Schott)—seems to preclude 
our adopting ‘ destruction’ as the pri- 
mary meaning; see Stier, Kphes. Vol. 
IL p. 180. Lory aldviov]} 
‘eternal life;’ furl, in contrast to the 
preceding ¢Oopd» (comp. Psalm ciii. 
4, Jonah ii. 7), and that too,—as the 
natare of the principle to which the 
sowing is made distinctly suggeste,— 
alijvioy. On the meaning of the term 
aldvcos, comp. notes on 2 Thess. i. 9. 
9. 7d 8a xadoy wowotvres] ‘But tn 
well-doing let us, &c.’ exhortation to 
perseverance in the form of sowing 
just mentioned, the 82 idiomatically 
introducing an address after foregoing 
details (comp. Eurip. Rhes. 165, vai, 
kal O8lxasa raira...rdiac Se picddr 
x.7.d.), and, though practically ap- 
proaching in meaning to ov» (‘so let us 
not’), still preserving its proper force 
in the contrast between the corrupted 
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class just prominently mentioned and 
the better class which is now ad- 
dreased : see exx. in Hartung, Parttk. 
dé, 2. 5, Vol. 1. p. 166. On the general 
and inclusive meaning of 7d xa)éy, see 
notes on ver. 10. 17) dvaaxdpev] 
‘let us not lose heart.’ Both here and 
in the other passages where the word 
occurs (Luke xviii. 1, 2 Cor. iv. 1, 16, 
Eph. iii. 13, 2 Thess. iii. 13) Lachm. 
and Tisch. read évxax. (éyx.) instead 
of éxxax. (Rec., al.), and rightly; as it 
seems very doubtful whether éxxax. ia 
& genuine word at all, and whether its 
occurrence in lexicons and use in later 
writers (see exx. collected by L. Dind. 
in Steph. Thes. s.v. Vol. V. p. 430) is 
not, as Usteri thinks, entirely due to 
these doubtful readings. At any rate, 
if éxxac. exist, the difference will be 
very slight: éxxaxety may perhaps 
mean, ‘to retire from fear out of any 
course of action’ (nearly dwoxaxeiy) ; 
évxaxety, ‘to behave with cowardice,’ 
‘to lose heart, when in it.” In Rost u. 
Palm, Lex. (Vol. 1. p. 833), Polyb. 
Hist. tv. 19. 10 is cited in favour of 
éxxaxety, This is an oversight; the 
reading is évexdxycey, and is actually 
so. cited by Rost u. Palm under éy«a- 
xéw, see p. 762. Kalp@ yap 
Sle] ‘tn due, proper time ;’ ‘tempore 
preestituto’ (Beza), the time appointed 
by God for the reward to be given: 
comp. xacpots ldlos, 1 Tim. ii. 6, vi. 
1s. On the present use of the dative 
to denote the space of time within 
which the action takes place,—more 
correctly expressed with an inserted 
dy (Rom. iii. 26, 2 Thess. ii. 6, al.),—. 
see notes on 1 Tim. ii. 6, and comp. 
Eph. ii. 12. wr dcdvdpevor] ‘of 
(now) we faint not (in our well-doing);’ 
‘provided that we do not;’ hypothe- 
tical use of the temporal participle, the 


present tense pointing to the state in 
which they must now be if they would 
reap hereafter : see Kriiger, Sprachl. 
$ 56. 11, and exx. in Schmalfeld, 
Synt. § 207. §, p. 415. The simple 
predicative connexion with Odeplooner 
mS (so}2 lo [et non erit 
v y¥ = ° 
molestum nobis] Syr., or the more 
practically adverbial, ‘without faint- 
ing’ (surely not ‘unweigerlich,’ 
Ewald), scil. wévov &lxya Oeploonev 
(Theod., Theoph., al., who thus draw 
a contrast between the toilsome nature 
of the earthly, and the unwearying 
nature of the heavenly harvest), does 
not seem satisfactory. For though this 
interpretation cannot be pronounced 
grammatically incorrect on account of 
the use of 4} rather than od (Riick., 
Schott),—the connexion of uh with 
participles being so distinctly the pre- 
vaiing usage in the N.T. and later 
writers (see notes on ver. 3, and comp. 
exx, in Winer, Gr. 8 §5. §, p. 428 8q., 
and in Gayler, Partic. Neg. p. 36),— 
it still must be rejected on exegetical 
grounds, as adding no particular force 
to the general exhortation ; whereas 
the conditional meaning serves fully 
to bring out the mingled warning and 
encouragement (rporpéwe: xal épddxe- 
tas’ Chrys.) which seems to pervade 
the verse. The 
distinction drawn by Beng. between 
éxxaxety (Rec.) in velle, and éx\ver Gas 
in posse, the former referring to the 
faintness of heart, the latter to the 
unstrung state, and the ‘ (interna) viri- 
um remissio,’ seems fairly tenable: 
see exx. in Steph. Thesaur. s.v., from 
which we may select (though with a 
more simply physical ref.), Plutarch, 
Moral. vi. 613, éxNeAupéves xal xe- 
kpenxws. <A sensible sermon on this 
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verse will be found in Sherlock, 
Serm. Xxx1x. Vol. 11. p. 275 8q. (ed. 
Hughes). 

10. dpa otv] ‘Accordingly then,’ 
‘So then;’ collective and inferential 
exhortation arising immediately out of 
the preceding statements, and bring- 
ing to a natural close the group of 
verses beginning with ver. 6, and the 
more directly hortatory portion of the 
epistle. The proper meaning of dpa, 
rebus tta comparatis, and its primary 
reference to simple ‘progression to 
another step in the argument’ 
(Donalds. Crat. § 192), are here dis- 
tinctly apparent; its weaker ratioci- 
native force being supported by the 
collective power of ody ‘as things 
are so, let us in consequence of their 
being so,’ de. In Attic Greek this 
combination is only found in the case 
of the interrogative dpa* see Herm. 
Viger, No. 292; and on the general 
distinction between dpa and ody, see 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 717, but 
comp. Donalds. Gr. § 604, and notes 
on ch. iii. 5. és xatpdy 
txopev] ‘as we have opportunity,’ i.e. 
‘an appointed season for so doing;’ 
not merely ‘prout, 7.e. quandocunque 
et quotiescunque occasio nascatur’ 
(Wolf), but, ‘as, in accordance with 
the circumstances ;’ see Meyer in loc. 
The particle ws is thus neither causal, 
‘quoniam’ (Ust., al.), nor temporal, 
‘dum’ (Vulg., Clarom., Syr.-Phil.), 
as appy. Ign. Smyrn. 9, ws &re xaipdy 
Exouen (both, esp. the latter, very 
doubtful meanings in St Paul’s Epp., 
though not uncommon in classical 
writers; see Klotz, Devar, Vol. 11. 
p. 759), but has only its simple rela- 
tive force; the true link between this 
and the preceding verse being supplied 
by xaipss (Brown, p. 348); ‘as there 


is a xatpds for 7d Oepliew, so is there 
one for 7d orelpew. As we have it 
then, let us act accordingly and make 
the most of it;’ xarerelye: xak cuvw- 
Get: Chrys. Hammond (on Phil. iv.10) 
translates xarpiy ‘ability,’ but the 
exx. cited by Wetst. 7 loc. will show 
this modification to be quite un- 
necessary, vs dyabiv} 
‘that which ts good;” ‘the thing 
which in each case is good,” whether 
considered in a spiritual or temporal 
sense. The distinction between 7d 
kaddy as implying good in its highest 
sense, and 7d dyadv as referring more 
particularly to kindness, dc. (Baum.- 
Crus.), does not seem tenable in the 
N.T. As 7d xaddv includes what is 
beneficent (Matth. xii. 12) as well as 
what is morally good (1 Thess. v. 21), 
so 7d daddy includes what is morally 
and essentially good (Rom. ii. 10) 
as well as what is merciful (Philem. 
14, comp. Eph. iv. 28), ¢.e, dya@wotrny 
as well as etwotlay, Heb. xiii. 16; 
comp. notes on 1 Thess. v. 21. 

The reading épyafépueOa adopted by 
Lachm., ed. stereotyp. (but retracted in 
larger ed.) with AB*L and some mas. 
is rightly rejected by recent editors 
on decidedly preponderant external 
evidence [B'CDEFGR, K_ -odpeda, 
and great majority of mss. Vv. and 
Ff.] and not without some probability 
of the interchange of the o and w 
(though rare in such MSS, as B) be- 
ing here accidental; comp. Scrivener, 
Collat. p. LXIX sq. apds Tovs 
olxelovs tijs wlar.] ‘unto them who 
belong unto the faith.’ The meaning 
of wpds is here not merely the general 
ethical one, with regard to, but the 
particular one, erga; comp. Eph. vi. 
d, 1 Thess. v. 14 (notes), and exx. in 
Winer,. Gr. § 49..h, p. 361%. The 
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meaning erga, or contra (this latter 
rare if a hostile notion is not implied 
in the verb, Joseph. Apion. 1. 31), 
will result from the context. With 
regard to the peculiar phrase olxetot 
THs wlorews, it may be observed that 
it does not appear to involve any 
allusion to ofxos in the peculiar sense 
of ‘the house of God’ (Schott), or to 
any especial idea of composing a single 
family (Reuss, Théol. Chrét. Iv. 13, 
Vol. 11. p. 124) ; as the numerous exx. 
from later writers of this use of 
olxetos with an abstract subst. (¢. g. 
olxetoe gidogodlas, ddtyapxlas, yew- 
ypadlas, Tpudjjs) all seem tu show that 
the adjective has lost its meaning of 
peculiar, and only retains that of 
general though close connexion; see 
Schweighswus. Lex. Polyb. s.v., and 
Wetat. in loc. A sermon on this and 
the preceding verse, but of no marked 
character, will be found in Tillotson, 
Serm, Lxxxix. Vol. ul. p. §92 (Lond. 
1752). 

11. awndrtxorg dpty ypdppacw 
typava] ‘in what large letters I have 
written to you.’ The only possible way 
of arriving even approximately at the 
meaning of this much-debated clause 
is to adhere closely to the simple 
lexical meanings of the words. These 
it will be best to notice separately. 
analog strictly denotes geometrical 
magnitude, ‘how large’ (comp. Plato, 
Meno, p. 82 D, ryrlxn ris Eorac éxelvou 
9 ypaupey; so too Zachar. ii. 2. ryXl- 
kov Td wAdros ;...nAlxov 7d fxos;) in 
contradistinction to artéhmetical mag- 
nitude, expressed by wécos, ‘how 
many.’ This meaning and distinction 
appear to have been observed in the 
N.T., as in the only other passage in 
which wwNxos occurs, Heb. vii. 4, 
wnNixos odros, the same primary idea 
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of magnitude (though in an ethical 
sense) is distinctly recognisable. To 
assume then in the present case (a) 
any confusion of wnAlxos with wécos 
(Schott; Neander, Planting, Vol. 1. 
p- 221, Bohn), when there is no trace 
of such a usage either in the N.T. or 
LXX, seems distinctly unerttical ; 
nor can (5) any assumed equivalence 
with motos (‘qualibus literis,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., Arm., ‘wileikaim,’ Goth.; 
comp. Hesych. IInAlxov’ olov, dxotov, 
and see Tholuck, Anzeig. 1834, No. 
32), and any reference to the duopdla 
of the letters (Chrys., Theoph., cum., 
Theod. 2; comp. Zonar. Lex. 8.V. r7- 
Alkov’ 7d & dpopdla by, ws rapa TP 
’"Awoorédw Were x.7.d., Vol. Il. p. 
1547), be pronounced otherwise than 
purely arbitrary; for magnitude does 
not imply shapelessness, We can 
have then no other correct translation 
than simply, ‘how large:’ dyav pel- 
foow éxphcaro ypdupaow: Theod., 
who however appears to limit the 
autographic portion to what follows. 

ypdppara may be interpreted ‘an 
epistle;? see Acts xxvili. 21, comp. 
1 Macc. v. 10, Ignat. Rom. 8: but 
(a) St Paul in no other passage so 
uses it, though he has occasion to use 
a word denoting a letter (ér:aroA}) 
seventeen times; and (}) this species 
of cognate dative, ypdyac ypdupacw 
(comp. elx2 Adyy, Matth. viii. 8) is 
not found in St Paul’s Epp., nor has 
here any of the additional force which 
the usage implies (Bernh. Synt, m1, 
16, p. 107), and which alone could 
account for the introduction of a third 
dative (instead of the natural acous.) 
in a sentence of eight words. We 
seem therefore forced to adhere to the 
simple meaning, ‘letters, characters,’ 
as in Luke xxiii. 38 (Rec.), 2 Cor. iii, 
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7: so Copt. han-skhai, and appy. Arm.; 
the other Vv. are ambiguous. 

typaya] ‘2 wrote,’ or in idiomatic 
English, ‘2 have written,’ in ref. to 
the whole foregoing epistle, not ‘I 
write’ (Scholef. Hints, p. 97, Conyb., 
al.), epistolary aorist. The real diffi- 
culty lies in this word, owing to the 
different conclusions to which histo- 
rical and grammatical considerations 
appear respectively to lead us. On 
the one hand it appears distinctly 
(Rom. xvi. 22, 1 Cor. xvi. 21, Col. iv. 
18, 2 Thess. iii. 17) that St Paul was 
in the habit of using an amanuensis, 
and of adding only the concluding 
words. From ver. 11 to end would 
seem then very probably such an ad- 
dition. But on the other hand, it is 
very doubtful whether St Paul or any 
of the writers of the N.T. ever use 
the epistolary aor. éypaya exclusively 
in reference to what follows. The 
aorist in all cases appears to have its 
proper force, either (a) in reference to 
a former letter (1 Cor. v. 9, 2 Cor. ii. 
3, 4, 9, Vii. 12, 3 John g [see Liicke 
in loc.]); or (6) in reference to an 
epistle now brought to its conclusion 
(Rom. xv. 15, 1 Pet. v. 12); or (c) to 
a foregoing portion of the epistle 
(1 Cor. ix. 15, 1 John ii. 21 [see Liicke 
and Huther in loc.], comp. Philem. 
1g), even standing in a species of 
antithesis to ypd¢w in reference to 
what has already been written (1 John 
ii. 13, 14, where see Huth.) ; see Winer, 
Gr. § 40. 5. 2, p. 249, and notes on 
Philem. 19. With this partially con- 
flicting evidence it seems impossible 
to decide positively whether St Paul 
wrote the whole epistle or only the 
concluding portion. On the whole 
however, the use of &ypaya, especially 
when contrasted with ypd¢w (2 Thess. 
iii. 17), inclines us to the former sup- 
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position; and we thus conclude, that 
to prevent any possible mistake as to 
the authorship of the epistle (Chrys. ; 
comp. 2 Thess. ii. 2),—especially as 
this was an encyclical missive (ch. i. 
2, where see Olsh.),—St Paul here 
deviated from his usual custom, and 
wrote the whole letter with his own 
hand (Chrys., Theod., Theoph., 
(Ecum.), and in characters, whether 
from design or inexpertness, larger 
than those of the ordinary amanuensis. 

12. 80. C&ovow] ‘As many as 
wish,’ concluding warning against 
the false Teachers whose true motives 
are here exposed, and contrasted with 
those which influenced the Apostle 
(ver. 14). earporwmica ty 
cap] ‘to make a fair show in the 
flesh ;’ not #0 little as ‘ placere,’ Vulg., 


Clarom., or even Rob Toy ay AWD [ut 


wn  d n 
glorientur] Syr., but rather ‘pulchram 
faciem assumere’ [shi skenho] Copt., 
scil. ‘to wear a specious exterior’ in 
the earthly unspiritual element in 
which they move. The verb evmpoc- 
wréw is not used by any earlier 
writer: but from the use of the adj. 
evrpéowmos, ‘fair and specious’ (Herod. 
vir. 168; Demosth. Coron. p. 277; 
see Elsner, Obs, Vol. II. p. 200), and 
the similar compounds cenvorpoowréew 
(Aristoph. Nub. 363) and pawomrpoo~ 
wréw (Cic. Att. viI. 21) cited by the 
commentators on this verse, the mean- 
ing would appear correctly stated by 
Chrys. as etdoxcu@, though not neces- 
sarily rapa dv9pwwros* see below. The 
appended words é» capxl are com- 
monly explained, either (a) ‘in ob- 
servatione rerum carnalium,’ with 
physical reference to circumcision; or 
(6) ‘apud homines,’ with reference to 
the judgment and opinions of others,— 
ta dvOpdwoas dpdowor Chrys., The 
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12. Ssxwvrac] Tisch. dudxovrat, with ACFGKL; many mss.: few scholars 


however will hesitate to consider this an improbable soleecism. 


The text is 


rightly adopted by Grtesb., Scholz, Lachm., Alf., with BDE®, and appy. many 
mss. The transposition ta wh (Rec. with FGKL; mss.) is rightly rejected by 


nearly all recent editors. 


wapa dvOpwrpy Onpdpevos S6¢a»* Theod. 
Both interpretations however seem 
distinctly insufficient, as they put 
out of sight that more profound and 
far-reaching meaning of odpt, ‘the 
earthly existence and conditions of 
man,’ ‘notio universa rerum externa- 
rum’ (Schott), which pervades this 
whole epistle: see notes on ch. v. 16, 
and Miiller, Doctr. of Sin, ch. m. ad 
fin., Vol. 1. p. 353 (Clark). 

obroe] ‘these :’ it is this class and this 
pre-eminently, that are engaged in 
constraining you, d&c. see notes on ch. 
iii. 7. Tt) oTavp@] ‘on 
account of the cross ;’ not exactly ‘in 
cruce’ (Copt.), but ‘ob crucem’(Beza), 
scil. ‘for preaching the doctrine of the 
cross of Christ.’ The dative points 
out the ground or cause of the persecu- 
tion; comp. Rom. xi. 20, r7 dmiorig 
déexdaOnoar’ and see Winer, Gr. § 31. 
6, p- 193; Bernhardy, Synt. I. 14, p. 
102. The ablatival explanation, that 
they may be persecuted with the cross 
of Christ (‘ perpessiones Christi, 2 Cor. 
i. s,’ Grot., comp. Vulg. ‘crucis Christi 
persecutionem’), either, on the ore 
hand, involves an unsatisfactory ex- 
planation of 6 eravpés,—which, as 
Brown (p. 359) rightly observes, in 
such expressions as the present always 
implies the fact of the atoning death 
of Christ,—or, on the other, causes a 
still more untenable meaning to be 
assigned to Scudxwyrai, viz. ‘lest the 
doctrine of Christ wear a hostile aspect 
to them,’ as Neand. Planting, Vol. I. 


p. 226 (Bohn). The meaning, ‘that 
they may not follow after,’ Arm. 
(comp. Aith, ‘ut non adhewreatis’) is 
wholly untenable. 

13. od8 ydp...atrol] ‘For not 
even... themselves,’ ‘nam ne ipsi quidem,’ 
Beza, —they of whom it might reason- 
ably have been expected ; confirma- 
tion of what precedes by a statement 
of the openly lax conduct of the Ju- 
daizers, and of the true motives by 
which they were influenced ; ‘tantum 
abest ut illorum intersit a vobis 
legem observari:’ Beng. On the force 
of ovdé...dAAd, see on ch. i. 17. 
of wepiresvépevor] ‘those who are 
having themselves circumcised, ‘qui 
circumciduntur,’ Vulg.; pres. part., 
with reference to the prevailing prac- 
tice of the false teachers either in 
respect of themselves or others. The 
explanation of Peile, Hilgenf., al., 
according to which the pres. part. 
weptrepuy. loses its precise temporal 
reference (Winer, Gr. § 45. 7, p. 316) 
and combines with the article to form 
a kind of subst. ‘the party or advo- 
cates of the circumcision’ (comp. otros 
of weptreuyipeva, Acta Pet, et Paul. 
§ 63, cited by Hilgenf.) is plausible, 
but perhaps not necessary; as the use 
of the pres. may be fairly explained on 
the ground that St Paul inoludes in 
the idea not merely their conformity 
to the rite (which atrictly becomes a 
past act), but their endeavour thereby 
to draw others into the same state, 
which is a present and continuing act. 
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1§. ofre ydp] So Tisch. with B; 17; Syr., Goth., Sah., Ath., Arm.; 
Chrys., Syncell.; Hieron., Aug. (De W., Mey., Bagge, Alf.), much commended 


by Griesd.; approved by Mill, Prolegom. p. 84. 


The longer reading, é& yap 


Xpior@ *Inood is found in ACDEFGKLN; Vulg., Clarom., Copt., A‘th.-Platt, 
Syr.-Phil. with asterisk; Theod., Dam.; Ambrst., al. (Rec., Scholz, Lachm.). 


It must be admitted that the reading, 
wepirerunuévac [Lachm., Scholz, Rinck, 
Mey., with BL; 40 mss.; Clarom., 
al; Lat. Ff.] would give a more ap- 
propriate sense; the external authori- 
ties, however [ACDEKN; Vulg., Syr. 
(both), al.; Marcion ap. Epiph., 
Chrys., Theodoret, al.] are distinctly 
in favour of the more dificult reading, 
WEpLTEUvopevor. vépov] ‘the law.’ 
Middleton hereexplains the anarthrous 
yduos as ‘moral obedience’ (‘the prin- 
ciple of Law,’ Peile), adducing the 
parallel passage, Rom. ii. 25; but 
there also, as here, yéuos is the Mosaic 
law: see Alford on Rom.l.c. The 
reason why these Judaizers did not 
keep the law is not to be referred to 
their distance from Jerusalem (Theod.), 
nor to any similarly extenuating cir- 
cumstances, but, as the context seems 
to show, is to be attributed simply 
to their consummate hypocrisy; see 
Meyer tn loc. | 

dv rq tperfpg capxl] ‘in your 
Jlesh,’—‘ your bodily and ritualistic 
mutilation ;’ t.e. é& r@ xaraxéwrew 
Thy tyuerépay adpxa’ Theoph.,—not 
their own observances of that law 
for which they are affecting so zea- 
lously to contend. There is no con- 
tradiction between the two motives 
assigned for their enforcement of the 
circumcision. The second, as Usteri 
observes, states positively what the 
first stated negatively. They boasted 
that they had not only made Chris- 


tian, but Jewish converts (‘quod vos 
Judaismo implicuerint,’ Beza), and 
thus sought to escape persecution at 
the hands of the more bigoted Jews. 
14. dpol 88 pa yév. xavy.} ‘ But 
from me far be it to boast;’ con- 
trasted treatment (5¢) of the feelings 
of the Apostle and the substratum on 
which his xavyyors alone rested. For 
exx. of this use of yévotro with an inf., 
see Gen. xliv. 7, 17, Josh. xxii. 29, 
al., and Polyb. Hist. xv. 10. 4, pydert 
yévotro wetpay Uuay haBelv. 
dv tq oravp@) ‘in the cross:’ 7. ¢. in 
that suffering, humiliation, and here 
more especially self-abnegation (Gal. 
li. 20 sq.), which is essentially involved 
in the idea of the Redeemer’s cross: 
kal rl éors td Katynpa Tov oravpoi ; 
“Ore 6 Xpiorcs bi’ ue roy Soirov, Tor 
éxOpév, rdv dyvdpova’ aAN’ otrw pe 
trydxnoey ws Kal éavropy éxdoivac apg: 
Chrys. See a sound sermon on this 
text by Beveridge, Serm. xxi. Vol. I. 
p. 396 .8q. (A.-C. Libr.). 8 od] 
‘by whom ;’ sel. ‘by whose cruct- 
fixion.’ The relative may refer either 
to oraupés (Theodoret), or to ’Iye. 
Xpirés. It is curious that Baumg.- 
Crus. in adopting the latter reference, 
and Windischm. the former, should 
both urge that on the contrary suppo- 
sition St Paul would have written & 
instead of 8 oJ. As far as this argu- 
ment goes, both are right (see Winer, 
Gr. § 48. a, p. 346, 347); though pro- 
bably the frequent use of évin the N.T. 


VI. 14, 15, 16. 
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The external evidence is thus very strong; still the probability that the longer 
reading is a gloss from ch. v. 6, seems so great, that, supported as we are by 


ancient Vv., we do not hesitate in adhering to the shorter reading. 


The 


reading loxve: (Rec. with D®?KL; mas., al.) has leas claim on attention, 


with reference to Christ is slightly in 
favour of Windischmann ; comp. Eph. 
i. 7. The context however is a far surer 
guide, and here, as the important and 
indeed emphasized subject roi Kup. 
hu. Ino. Xp. immediately precedes, the 
relative will more naturally seem to 
refer to those words. xécpos] ‘the 
world ;’ ra Biwrikda rpdypara’ Chrys. ; 
not ‘reg et religio Judaica,’ Schoettg. 
The full meaning has been well ex- 
pressed by Calvin, ‘mundus procul 
dubio opponitur nove: creature ; quic- 
quid ergo contrarium est spirituali 
Christi regno mundus est, quia ad 
veterem hominem pertinet. Mundus 
est quasi objectum et scopus veteris 
hominis’ (cited by Peile). The pre- 
sent omission of the article with 
xéouos is very unusual, and only to be 
accounted for by the supposition that 
xéomos was sometimes practically re- 
garded'in the light of a proper name: 
in all other places in the N.T.,—ex- 
cept the present, 2 Cor. v. 19, and, 
somewhat differently, 2 Pet. ii. 5,— 
the omission is only found after a pre- 
position (1 Cor. viii. 4, Phil. ii. 15, Col. 
ii, 30), or when the noun is under the 
regimen of a preceding substantive 
(John xvii. 24, Rom. i. 20, iv. 13, 
xi. 12, 15, Eph. i. 4, al.): see Middl., 
Gr. Art. p. 350 (ed. Rose); Winer, 
Gr. § 19, p. 112. Whether 
in the concluding member the article 
is to be retained or rejected (Lachm.) 
is very doubtful. The external autho- 
rity [ABC'D'FGN; 17, Orig. (3), 
Ath., al.] for xécuy is very strong; 


still as an omission to conform with 
the preceding member seems highly 
probable, and the external authority 
[C°D°EKL; nearly all mes.; Clem., 
Orig.(7),and many Ff. Jisof considerable 
weight, we retain with Tisch., Meyer, 
al., the longer reading r@ xéopy. 
duol] ‘to me;’ dative of what is 
termed ‘ethical relation,’—a usage of 
this case which is more fully developed 
in the dat. commodi or incomm.: see 
Winer, Gr. § 31. 4, p. 190; Bernhardy, 
Synt. U1. 9, p. 85; Krtiger, Sprachl. 
§ 48.5. This reciprocal crucifixion is 
a forcible mode of expressing the utter 
cessation of all communion between 
the Apostle and the world: as Schott 
well observes, ‘alter pro mortuo habet 
alterum ;’ comp. John vi. 56, 2 Thess. 
i, 12, 1 Cor, vi. 13. On the profound 
significance of these expressions of 
union with Christ, comp. Reuss, 
Théol. Chrét. rv. 16, Vol. 11. p. 164. 
1§. otre ydp] ‘For neither,’ ex- 
planatory confirmation of the preced- 
ing words & od x.7.d.: eldes craupob 
Sivamuy...... od yap 3h pdbvoy ra 70d 
kécpou xpdyuara évéxpwoev alrg wdy- 
Ta, ANAG Ta THs worcrelas Tis warads 
dvwrepoy wxohkdg xardornce’ Chrys. 
On the reading, see critical notes. 
kaw xrlors] ‘a new creature.” Kricis 
has two meanings in the N.T.; active 
‘the act of creation’ (Rom. i. 20), 
passive ‘the thing created,’—whether 
personal and individual (2 Cor. v. 17), 
or impersonal and collective (Rom. 
viii. 19). Hither meaning will suit 
the present passage; the latter per- 
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haps (comp. 2 Cor. v. 17, ef ris ev 
‘Xpicr@, xawh xrlocs) is most probable. 
The form of expression may possibly 
have originated from the use of the 
similar term NWN 72, to denote 
proselytes (Schoettg. Hor. Hebr. Vol. 
I. p. 328); the meaning however and 
application is here of course purely 
Christian. On these words see an 
admirable sermon by Hammond, Serm. 
XxvIIl. Part m p. 380 sq. (A.-C. 
Libr.) ; comp. also Beveridge, Serm. 
xIx. Vol. I. p. 3428q. (A.-C. Libr.) ; 
and five sermons by Tillotson, Serm. 
Vol. 111. p. 324 sq. (Lond. 1752). 

16. wal Sco.) ‘And as many as 
walk,” prominent specification of the 
personal subjects in regard of whom 
the prayer is offered, the nominatival 
clause standing isolated, and passing 
kar’ dyaxo\ov@lay into another struc- 
ture; see Jelf, Gr. § 477. 1. 

The reading is doubtful. On the one 
hand, the fut. croxijoovcw is well 
supported [BC*KLN; mes.; Vulg.; 
Chrys., Theod.], and perhaps not 
quite so likely to have been changed 
from the pres. as vice-versa. Still, on 
the other, as the external evidence 
{AC'DEFG; mss.; Clarom.; Syr. 
(both), Goth., Copt. (appy.), Arm. ; 
Cyr., Jerome, Aug., al.] is very 
rtrong, and the change to a future, as 
pointing out the course the Galatians 
were to follow, not wholly improba- 
ble, we adopt with Tisch., De W., 
al., the present crayxoicuw. 

T® kavéve tobre] ‘according to this 
rule,’ scil. of faith; xavéva éxdXere 
THY Tpoxepérny Sidacxarlay’ Theod. 
It is perhaps slightly doubtful whether 
we are here to adopt the more literal 
meaning of xardy, ‘directing line’ 


(Mey.), tims [semitam] Syr.; or 


TOU 


the more derivative meaning ‘maxim,’ 
‘norma vivendi’ (garaideinai, Goth., 
heg [lex] Atth.); the former seems at 
first sight in better accordance with 
craxotcw, but as this verb is used 
above (ch. v. 25) with but little tinge 
of its physical meaning (contrast Rom. 
iv. 12), and as xaywy may very 
naturally be referred to the principle 
stated in ver. 15, the latter and meta- 
phorical meaning (rg xayom xal Ti 
ddaxp ra’ry’ Cicum.) is here to be 
preferred. On the derivative mean- 
ing of xavwy, see an article by Planck, 
in Comment. Theol. Vol. I. 1, p. 209 
sq., and for exx. Elsner, 06. Vol. 1. 
p. 201. The dat. is obviously the 
dativus norme,; see notes on ch. v. 
16; Winer, Gr. § 31. 6, p. 193; Fritz. 
Rom, xiii. 13, Vol. 111. p. 142. 

alptivn én’ atbrots] ‘peace be upon 
them,’ ‘super illos,’ Vulg., Clarom., 
not perhaps without some idea of 
peace and mercy coming down upon 
them from heaven (Mey.); comp. Acts 
xix. 6, 2 Cor. xii. g. It has been 
urged (De W.) that dori» or fora: (Syr. 


{oo1s, comp. Chrys.) is here to be 


supplied rather than efy, and that the 
verse is to be regarded as declaratory, 
and not benedictory. Both the posi- 
tion of the verse however, and the 
significant union of elpjwy and é\eos 
(1 Tim. i. 2, 2 Tim. i. 2, 2 John 3, 
Jude 2) seem in favour of the ordinary 
construction; é¢nvgaro Tov E\eoy Kal 
tiv elpheyny’ Theod. The order (con- 
trast 1 Tim. i. 2, 2 Tim. i. 2, Jude 2) 
may be due to the fact that the 
Apostle desires to put the effect before 
the ‘causa efficiens’. (Mey.), in order 
to sustain the re-assuring character 
of the benediction; or may arise 
merely from the feeling that in the 
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absence of xdprs, elpjyn formed the 
more natural commencement. Jude 
2 is rather different owing to the addi- 
tion of dydry. On the meaning of 
€\eos, as involving not only ‘ miseri- 
cordia’ (olxripyds) but ‘ipsum miseris 
succurrendi studium,’ see Tittmann, 
Synon. p. 69 8q- wal él 
wov ‘IoparA rod Qeot] ‘and upon the 
Israel of God.’ It is doubtful whether 
xal is explicative, ‘namely upon the 
Israel of God,’ or simply copulative. 
The explanatory xal, though needlessly 
obtruded on several passages of the 
N.T., is still distinctly found in St 
Paul’s Epp. (contr. De Wette), see 
Fritz. Rom. ix. 23, Vol. 11. p. 339; 
Winer, Gr. 8 53. 3, p. 388. Still, 
as it is doubtful whether xal is ever 
used by St Paul in so marked an ex- 
plicative force as must here be assigned 
(the exx. cited by Meyer, 1 Cor. iii. 5, 
Vili. 12, xv. 38, do not seem conclu- 
sive), and a3 it seems still more doubt- 
ful whether Christians generally could 
be called ‘the Jsrael of God’ (con- 
trast Brown, p. 382), the simple 
copulative meaning seems most pro- 
bable (Ps.-Ambr., Grot., Est.). St 
Paul includes all in his blessing, of 
whatever stock and kindred; and 
then, with his thoughts turning (as 
they ever did) to his own brethren 
after the flesh (Rom. ix. 3), he pauses 
to specify those who were once Israel- 
ites according to the flesh (1 Cor. x. 
18), but now are the Israel of God 
(‘rod Qeod auctorem innuit; quem 
Deus veluti peculium suum reddidit ;’ 
Schott), true spiritual children of 
Abraham. 

17. Tod Aouwod] ‘ Henceforth ;’ not 
for dwxd ro? Aowo (Bos, Eilips. p. 


yap ra otiynatra row ‘Incot ev rp 


461, Brown), or for Aud» (Bloomf.), 
though commonly used both for it and 
7d Aowdy in later writers (Bernh. 
Synt. 111. 36, p. 148), but the correct 
temporal genitive, denoting ‘the time 
within which,’ or at some epoch of 
which, the action is represented as 
taking place; comp. Madvig, Synt. 
§ 66. a. Thus, taken strictly, roi 
Aowwod «.7.r. is ‘let no one at any 
time in the future,’ dc. Td Norwdy x. 7. A. 
‘let no one during the future,’ dc. 
comp. Viger, No. 26, ‘7d Aosrdv dici- 
tur et 70d Aowod hoc discrimine, quod 
7d Aotwdy continuum .et perpetuum 
tempus significat, rod Aowrod autem 
repetitionem ejusdem facti reliquo 
tempore indicat.’ The general tem- 
poral genitive, it may be remarked, 
appears to be more correctly referred 
to the partitive force of that case, than 
to ideas either of origination or ante- 
cedence (Hartung, Casus, p. 34; Jelf, 
Gr. § §23), or of possession (Alf.) ; 
see Scheuerl. Synt. § 15, p. 100; 
Donalds. Gr. § 451. 
xémwovs...apexérw] ‘cause trouble ;” 
surely not by obliging the Apoatle to 
send further letters, but by troubling 
his spirit by their instability (cadev- 
duevor, Cicum.), and still more, as the 
next clause shows, by thwarting his 
apostolic authority. dyed ydp] 
‘for I;’ reason for the command; the 
éy® being emphatic and in opposition 
to the false teachers,—not to pndels 
(De W.), unless treated as referring to 
one of them,—and the ydp introducing 
the fact that he was a fully accredited 
servant of Christ: els géSov melova 
éuBddX\uw Kal wyywds rovs wap’ adroo 
TeOévras yduous’ Chrys. 

va orlypara] ‘the marks;’ the local 
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addition é r@ odparl pou necessarily 
referring the term to the wounds and 
‘scars and outward tokens of the perse- 
cutions and sufferings which the Apo- 
stle had undergone in the service of 
Christ; comp. 2 Cor. xi. 23 sq. There 
is appy. further a distinct allusion to 
the marks burnt on slaves to denote 
to whom they belonged ; comp. Herod. 
VII. 233, €orifoy orlypara Bactd7hia’ 
Martial, Epigr. xt1. 61, ‘stigmate non 
meo;’ and especially Deyling, Observ. 
Sacr. Vol. m1. No. 43, p- 423 8q, 
where the various classes of ¢riypuaro- 
gépo are enumerated, and the whole 
subject copiously illustrated. The gen. 
*Incod thus indicates neither origin 
(‘auctore Christo,’ Gom.), nor remote 
reference to (‘propter Christum,’ Pisc. ; 
comp. Olsh.,—a most doubtfal trans- 
‘lation both here and 2 Cor. i. 5), but 
simply the owner: the marks attested 
who was the Apostle’s Master, and 
were the ‘signa militis Christi que me 
comprobant ejus esse ;’ Gloss. Interl. 
(cited by Bagge). § The insertion of 
‘Kuplov before “Inood (Rec.) is well sup- 
ported (C*D°EK LN (adding Xp.); mss. ; 
Vulg., Clarom., Syr. (both), Goth., 
‘ Eth.-Platt], but owing to the varia- 
tions (D' FG, judy ’I. X.; Copt., Ath.- 
Pol., al., ro Xp. ; al. aliter) rightly re- 
jected by Lachm., Tisch. (with ABC! ; 
mes.; Amit.,—but not Arm., as Tisch., 
Alf.) in favour of the text. 


Baordtew}] ‘J bear;’ either in the 
‘sensus molestus’ of ch. v. 10, Vi. 5, 
or perhaps, with some solemnity, in 
ref. to the dignifying nature of his 
Master’s marks: ovx elrev, Exw, ddd, 
Baordiw, Sowep ris éxt rpowalos péya 
gpovay yf onuelois Bacidexots’ Chrys. ; 
comp. Acts ix. 15, Bacrdoa 7d Sroud 
pov: and Clem. Hom. ap. Coteler. Vol. 
I. p. 692, elxdva Geod Bacrdfew. 

18. + xdpus x.7.X.] On the varied 
nature of the Apostle’s concluding 
benedictions, see the exx. and illus- 
trations in notes on 1 Thess. v. 28. 
perd rot mvetparos Spiv] ‘be with 
your spirit ;’? not appy. with any allu- 
sion to the odpt (dwdywy atbro’s ray 
capxixGy' Chrys.), but simply with re- 
ference to the rveijua as the ‘potior 
pars’ of man (‘hominem a potiori 
parte sic antiquis dici Theologis, nec 
novum nec inusitatum est ;’ Heinsius, 
Exerc. p. 429), and not improbably 
to the fact that it is in the spirit of 
man that the operations of grace make 
themselves felt; rg ypux7 rh» xdpu 
éwevxerar yerécOar’ CEcum.; comp. 
Philem. 25, 2 Tim. iv. 22, and notes 
tn loc, d8edpol] Here 
the unusual position of the word seems 
to be intentional: they were indeed 
brethren; and though for a while se- 
vered from the Apostle, and the sub- 
jects of his censure, still brethren in 
their common Lord. 


TRANSLATION, 


NOTICE. 


THe general principles on which this translation has been drawn 
up are explained in the Preface. I will here only again remind 
the reader that as a general rule I have not departed from the 
Authorized Version, unless it appears to be either incorrect, in- 
exact, insufficient, obscure, or (see Notice to the Translation of the 
Pastoral Epistles) noticeably inconsistent in its translations of more 
important expressions. These deviations are all stated in the 
notes: when no reason is there assigned for the change, it is 
because it is either self-evident, or given in the Commentary. I 
have also subjoined, in all the more important cases, citations from 
eight of the older versions, viz. those of Wiclif, Tyndale, Cover- 
dale’s Bible, Coverdale’s Testament, Cranmer, Geneva, Bishops’, and 
Rheims. For the citations from five of these (Wiclif’s, Tyndale’s, 
Cranmer’s, the Genevan and Rhemish Versions) I am indebted to 
THe Enerish Hexapia of Messrs Bagster. Those from Coverdale 
have been taken respectively from the first edition of his Bible 
in 1535 (now made accessible to the general reader by the re- 
print of the same publishers), and from the venerable translator's 
Duglott Testament of 1538, which though expressly taken from 
the Latin, still contains some interesting and suggestive transla- 
tions. The citations from the Bishops’ Bible are derived from the 
second and slightly amended edition of 1572, a copy of the N.T. 
portion of which, in small portable quarto, apparently differing 
only from the folio edition in the modes of spelling, has been 
sometimes used for the sake of convenience. All these extracts, 
though but of doubtful authority in disputed texts, will still fre- 
quently be found to suggest useful alternative renderings, and will 
also give the reader such a practical acquaintance with the princi- 
ples on which the Authorized Version was drawn up, as will tend 
to make him thankfully acknowledge, that it is truly, what Selden 
termed it, the best translation in the world. 

The abbreviations in the notes will, I think, easily explain 
themselves. It may be only necessary to remark, that where an 
asterisk is affixed to a citation from the Auth. Version, the de- 
viation in the text has arisen from a different reading. In the 
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text, the italics (which slightly differ from those in the first edi- 
tion of the Auth. Vers.) denote as usual words not in the original ; 
the small capitals mark words which are emphatic in the original, 
but which could not occupy an emphatic position in the transla- 
tion without harsh inversions. 

Since the first edition a few emendations (especially in refer- 
ence to the aorist) have been introduced into the translation, and 
a few additional comments, either on the reasons for the changes, 
or on general principles of translation, inserted in the notes: see 
Notice to Translation of the Epp. to the Thessalonians. 

As the subject of a revision of the Authorized Version is now 
becoming more and more one of the questions of the day, I again 
desire to remind the reader that the Revised Version which fol- 
lows is only one designed for the closet (see Preface to Pastoral 
Epistles), and that it is in no way to be considered as a specimen 
of what might be thought a desirable form of an authoritative 
Revision, The more experience I gain in the difficult task of 
revising, the more convinced am I of the utter insufficiency and 
hopelessness of any single translator’s efforts to produce a Version 
for general purposes. The individual may sometimes suggest 
something more or less worthy of passing consideration, but it 
is to the collective wisdom of the many that we can alone look 
for any hopeful specimen of a revision of the noble Version at 
present in use. 








THE EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS. 


AUL an apostle, not from men neither by man, but I. 

by Jesus Christ and God the Father who raised Him 
from the dead,—and ALL the brethren which are with me, 2 
unto the churches of Galatia. Grace be to you and peace 3 
from God the Father and our Lord Jesus Christ who 4 
gave Himself for our sins, that He might deliver us out 
of the present evil world, according to the will of God 


CHapPTeR I, 1. From] Of, Avurtu. 
and the other Vv. Though it does not 
seem desirable in every case to change 
the familiar of of AUTH. into the now 
more usual from, it is perhaps better 
to do so in most of the cases where it 
is used as a translation of dwré° where 
on the other hand éx is used, of (out 
of) will often be found a very conve- 
nient translation; see notes on ch. iii. 
16. With regard to da it is nearly 
impossible to lay down any fixed prin- 
ciples of translation: where the idea 
of mediwm is designed to be expressed 
with especial distinctness, we may 
adopt through, but where this is not 
the case, the inclusive by (agent, in- 
strument, cause, means, Johnson) will 
be found sufficiently exact, and com- 
monly much more idiomatic. 

2. Which] It may be here observed 
that archaisms as such are not re- 
moved from the Authorized Version 
except where a positive error is in- 
volved. Here there is none; which is 
not merely the neuter of who, but is a 


compound word ; Latham, Engl. Lang. 
§ 305. 4 (ed. 3). 

3. And our] So RHEM.: and of, 
WIcL.; and from, AUTH. and the 
other Vv. It seems desirable to leave 
out the preposition in the second 
member, as more true to the original ; 
see notes on Phil. i. a (Transl.). 

4. Out of] So Cov. Test.: from, 
AuTH. and the remaining Vv. In 
the next words it seems better to re- 
tain AuTH. (changing this into the), 
as the transl. world of evil (ed. 1), 
though better preserving the unusual 
order of the Greek, might be thought 
to imply in the original the existence 
of a gen. of quality. Neither of the 
usual translations, world, or age, 
(though the former perhaps more 
nearly) gives the exact meaning of 
aldv* the best paraphrase seems, spirit 
of the age; see notes on Eph. ii. 2. 
God and our Father] Scholefield (Hints 
on 1 Cor, xv. 24), while fully admit- 
ting that the gen. refers only to 
the latter noun, suggests the omission 
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5 and our Father: to whom be the glory for ever and ever. 


Amen. 


6 I marvel that ye are so soon changing over from Him 
that called you by the grace of Christ, unto a different 
+ gospel: which is NOT another; save that there are some 
who trouble you, and desire to pervert the Gospel of 


8 Christ. 


Howbeit even if we, or an angel from heaven, 


should preach any gospel unto you contrary to that 
g which we preached unto you, let him be accursed. As 
we have said before, so say I now again, If any man 
preacheth any gospel unto you contrary to that which ye 


of the copula in translation (so Syr., 
4&th.) as more conformable to the 
idiom of our language. As however 
there are several cases where the 
copula is omitted in the Greek, and 
others, as here, where it is inserted, it 
seems best, in so solemn a designa- 
tion, to preserve the distinction by 
a special and even peculiar transla- 
tion: so Vulg., Clarom., Copt., Arm., 
and Syr.-Philox. 

5. The glory} Glory, AuTH. As 
the article is appy. here used xar’ 
éfox fy (see notes), and may be inserted 
in this passage without seriously vio- 
lating English idiom, it seems best to 
follow here the usage of AUTH. in 
Matth. vi. 13 (Rec.). 

6. Changing over] Removed, AUTH.; 
moved, WIcL.; turned, Tynp., Cov. 
(both), CRaN., GEN., BIsH.; trans- 
ferred, RHEM. By} So Cran.: 
into, AUTH., WIoL., RHEM.; in, 
Tynp., Cov., BisH.; unto, Cov. Test., 
GEN.: see notes. A different] 
Another, AUTH. and all the other Vv. 

7. Save that] So Cov. Teat.: but 
there be some that, AUTH.; but that 
there be some, WicL., TYND., Cov., 
Cran., GEN., BIsH.; unless, RHEM. 
The present participle might at first 
sight seem to suggest the use of the 
auxiliary are troubling; as however 


ol rapdocovres is equivalent to a kind 
of substantive, and serves to mark the 
characteristic of the false teachers, 
the (iterative) present is more appro- 
priate; comp. Latham, Engl. Lang. 
§ 573 (ed. 3). 

8. Howbeit] Similarly, neuerthe- 
lesse, TYND., CRAN., Bish. ; but, AUTH. 
and the remaining Vv. Even if] 
Although, RuEM.; though, AUTH. and 
remaining Vv. Should preach] 
Preach, AuTH. and all the other Vv. 
The idea of future contingency in- 
volved in the use of édy with subj. 
(Herm. Viger, No. 312) may here be 
suitably expressed by inserting should. 
Any gospel, &c.] Any other gospel unto 
you than, AUTH., TYND., Cov., CRAN., 
BIsu. ; otherwaves than, GEN.; beside 
that, WICL., RHEM. Preached] 
Have preached, AUTH. and the other 
Vv. 

9. Have said] So Wict., Cov. 
(both), RHEM.: said, AUTH. and the 
remaining Vv, Preacheth] 
Preach, AUTH.; change to the indica- 
tive to preserve the opposition of 
moods in original: see notes on 2 
Thess. iii. 14 (Transl.), Any 
gospel, &c.] Any other gospel unto you 
than that, AUTH. Received} 
Han undirfongen, Wict.; Have re- 
ceived, AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 
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received, let him be accursed. For Now am I making 10 
men my friends, or God? or am I seeking to please men? 
if I were STILL pleasing men, I should not be a servant 


of Christ. 


Now I certify you, brethren, touching the Gospel which 11 
was preached by me that it is not after man. For 12 
neither did receive it from man, neither was I taught zt, 
but through revelation from Jesus Christ. For ye heard 13 
of my conversation in time past in Judaism, how that be- 
yond measure I persecuted the Church of God, and was 
destroying it; and made advance in Judaism beyond many 14 


10. Now am I making, &c.} Do I 

now persuade men? AUTH., BISH.; 
use persuasion to, RHEM.; councetl I 
men? Wiou.; preach I man’s doctrine ? 
TYND., GEN.; preach I men? Cov.; 
speak fayre, Cov. Test.; speak unto, 
Cran. The change to the more de- 
finitely present, am I making, seems 
required by the emphasis which evi- 
dently rests on dp7t. On the nature 
of the English present, comp. Latham, 
Engl. Lang. § 573, 579 (ed. 3). 
If] So Wiet., Tynp., RHEemM.: *for 
tf, AUTH., CRAN., GEN. Am 
I seeking] Do I seek, AutuH., Cov. 
Test., RHEM.; whether J seek, WICL. ; 
go I about, TYNp. and the remaining 
Vv. Were still pleasing] Yet 
pleased, AUTH. A servant] 
Christis servant, WIOL. ; the ser., AUTH. 
and the other Vv. 

11. Now] But, AvtTH., Cov.; 
omitted in TynpD., CRAN., GEN., BISH. 
Touching the Gospel, &c.] That the 
Gospel which was, &c....18 not, AUTH. 
Perhaps the text, which is more 
exactly in accordance with the order 
of the Greek, makes the denial a 
little more emphatic. By me] Of, 
AUTH. and all the other Vv. 

12, Did I receive] So Ruem.: JI 
meither received it, AUTH., Cov., 
Cran. ; ne I took tt of man, ne lerned, 


WIcL.; nether received I tt, TYND., 
Gen.; J did not receive it nor learned 
at, Cov. Test, There is here some 
little difficulty in both preserving the 
emphasis on I, and also indicating 
that the first negative is not strictly 
correlative to the second. Perhaps 
the insertion of the auxiliary partially 
effects this, as it places the neither a 
little further from the verb, and still 
leaves it in that prominence which it 
seems most naturally to occupy. In 
ed. 1 (for I indeed received ié not) this 
latter point was perhaps too much 
sacrificed. From man] Of man, 
AutH. and all the other Vv. 
Through revelation from] Bi reuela- 
cioun of, WIcL. ; by the rev. of, AUTH. 
and the other Vv. 

13. Ye heard] Ye have heard, 
Aut. and the other Vv. 
Judaism] So RuEm.: the Jews’ reli- 
gion, AUTH.; the Jewishe rel., GEN., 
Bisu.; the Jurie, Wict.; the Jews’ 
wayes, TYND. ; the Jewshippe, Cov. 
Was destroying it] Wasted tt, AUTH. ; 
faughte agen it, Wion.; spoyled tt, 
Tynp., Cov., CRaNn., GEN., BISH.; 
drove them out, Cov. Test. ; expugned 
it, RoEM. This change is made in con- 
sequence of the strong meaning of sop- 
6éw, which it seems desirable to main- 
tain. To resolve the other imperfects 
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my equals in standing in mine own nation, being more 
exceedingly zealous for the traditions of my fathers. 
15 But when it pleased God, who set me apart from my 
16 mother’s womb, and called me through His grace, to re- 
veal His Son within me, that I might preach Him among 
the Gentiles; immediately I conferred not with flesh and 
17 blood: neither went I away to Jerusalem to them which 
were apostles before me; but I went away into Arabia, 


18 and returned again unto Damascus. 


Then after three 


years I went up to Jerusalem to visit Cephas, and I tarned 


19 with him fifteen days. 


But other of the apostles saw 


20 I none, save James the brother of the Lord. Now the 


would make the sentence heavy and 
cumbrous, and add but little to the 
sense, 

14. Made advance, &c.] Profited 
in (WicL., GEN., BisH., RHEM.) the 
Jews’ religion above, &c. AUTH. ; pre- 
vayled in, TYND., Cov., CRAN. 

Equals in standing] Equals, Avrtu., 
RHEM.; companions, TYND., CRAN., 
GEN. For] Of, AuTH. 

15. Set me apart] Departid me, 
WIOL. ; sundered me, Cov. Test. ; se- 
porated me, AUTH. and the other Vv. 
The change is made to prevent from 
being understood as local: see notes. 
Through] By, AuTH. and the other 
Vv. In this passage it seems desir- 
able to adopt the more rigorous trans- 
lation of dd, as suggesting more dis- 
tinctly the fact that ydpcs was not the 
instrument, but the causa medians ; 
see notes. 

16. Within] In, Avurn., Wret., 
Cov., Bis., RoEM.; by, TYND., Cov. 
Test., CraNn.; to, GEN, Gentiles] 
So Cov. Test., GEN., RHEM.: heathen, 
AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 
Conferred] So AutH. This transl. is 
not wholly adequate, but it is not easy 
to fix upon a more exact one. The 
original word seems to involve two 
‘deas, addressing oneself to (pds, di- 


rection), and taking counsel with. 
Most of the older translations give 
prominence to the latter and more im- 
portant idea, e.g. I commened not of 
the matter, TYND., Cov., CRAN., GEN.; 
some of the moderns, eg. Meyer, 
Lewin, express more distinctly the 
former. It seems difficult to combine 
both without paraphrasing. The sin- 
gular translation in Cov. Test., I did 
not graunt (comp. I condescended 
not, RHEM.) results from the Vulg. 
acquievi. 

17, Away (bis)] “Up, Aura. In 
the concluding clause it seems better 
to maintain the order of AUTH. re- 
turned again, not as the Greek order 
might seem to suggest, again re- 
turned ; for the rwdédw is only idioma- 
tically added to the verb, and is 
appy. without any special emphasis ; 
comp. Acts xviii. 21, and see exx. in 
Kiihner on Xenoph. Mem. 11. 4. 4. 

18. Visit Cephas} See “Peter, AUTH. 
and all the other Vv. I tarried) 
Sim. RxHEM.: abode, AuTH., TYND., 
Cov. (both), Cran., GEN., BISH.; 
dwellid, WIctL. 

19. The brother of the Lord] Sim., 
the brother of our Lord, RHEM.; the 
Lord’s brother, AUTH. and other Vv. 
This latter mode of translation is per- 
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things which I write unto you, behold, before God, I lie 
not. Afterwards I came into the regions of Syria and 21 
Cilicia; and remained unknown by face unto the churches 22 
of Judea which were in Christ: but they were hearing 23 
only that He who was our persecutor in times past is now 
preaching the faith which once he destroyed. And they 24 
glorified God in me. 

Then after fourteen years I went up again to Jeru- II. 
salem with Barnabas, and took Titus also with me. 
And I went up by revelation, and communicated unto 2 
them the Gospel which I preach among the Gentiles, but 
privately to them which were of reputation, lest by any 
means I might be running, or have run, in vain. How- 3 
beit not even TITUS, who was with me, though he was a 


Cuap. I. 15—II. 4. 
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Greek, was compelled to be circumcised: and that, be- 4 


\ 


haps more appropriate when neither 
substantive has the article. 

22. Remained unknown} Was un- 
known, AuTH. and all the other Vv. 

23. Were hearing] Had heard, 
Auts., Cov., Ruem., BisH.; hadden 
oonlt an hearynge, Wi0L.; heard, 
TYND., CRAN., GEN. Conybeare and 
Howson have given a good para- 
phrase, tidings only were brought them 
from time to time; comp. Erasm., 
rumor apud illos erat. Who 
was our persecutor] Which persecuted 
us, AUTH., TYND., CRAN., GEN., BISH., 
REM. ; that pursued us, WIOL. ; that 
persecuted us, Cov.; that did persecute 
us, Cov. Test. Is now preaching) 
Now preacheth, AutH., TYND., (pr. 
now) Cov., CRAN., GEN., BisH.; doth 
now preach, Cov. Test.; doth now 
evangelize, RHEM. The change is 
made to mark more definitely the pre- 
sent act; comp. notes and ref. on 
transl, of ch. i. 10, 


CHarteR II. 1. After fourteen 
years] So RHEM. : fourteen years after, 
AvuTH. and the other Vv. (after that, 


Tynp., Cov.; thereafter, CRaNn.). The 
change is perhaps desirable as it 
slightly tends to prevent the last- 
mentioned events being considered as 
the terminus a quo of the fourteen 
years, Titus also} So RHEM.: 
Titus with me also, AuTH., TYND., 
Cov., GEN.; Titus also beynge taken 
with me, Cov. Teat.; the rest omit xal 
in translation. 

a. The Gospel] So all Vv. except 
Auta., that Gospel. Might be 
running, &c.] Should (om. WIOL.) run 
or had run, AvuTH. and all Vv. The 
text seems to preserve more exactly, 
and perhaps also more grammati- 
cally, the contrast between the pres. 
(subj.) and past tense. It may be 
observed that should, stmpliciter futu- 
ritionem indicat: might, de res possibi- 
litate dicitur. Wallis, Gram, Angl. 
p. 107. 

3. Howbett not even] Sim. neuer- 
thelesse nother, Cov. Test.: but neither, 
AuTH., RHEM.; and neither, WIOL.; 
also Titus...ye, &c. TYND., CRAN., 
GEN. Though he was] 
Being, AUTH, 
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cause of the false brethren craftily brought in, men who 
came in stealthily to spy out our liberty which we have 
in Christ Jesus, that they might bring us into bondage: 
_5 to whom we gave place by our submission, no, not for an 
hour; that the truth of the Gospel might continue with 


6 you. 


But from those who were high in reputation,— 


whatsoever they were, it maketh no matter to me; God 
accepteth no man’s person,—to me certainly they who 
7 were of reputation communicated nothing; but con- 
trariwise, when they saw that I was entrusted with the 
Gospel of the uncircumcision, even as Peter was with 
8 that of the circumcision, (for He that wrought for Peter 


4. The falee, &c.] So RuEm.: falee 
brethren unawares brought in, who, 
AvtH.; and that because of (certayne, 
Cov.) incommers beynge falce br., 
TYND., CRAN., BisH. Stealthily] 
Privily, AutH., Cov. Test., CRAN., 
GEN., BIsH.; omitted by WICL. ; amonge 
other, TyND., Cov.; craftely, RHEM. 
Perhaps the change is desirable as 
avoiding repetition, and as harmo- 
nizing slightly better with the action 
described by the verb. 

5. By our submission] By subjec- 
tion, AUTH., BisH.; to subieccioun, 
WICL.; as concerning to be brought 
into subjection, TyND., Cov., CRran., 
GEn.; yelded not subtection, RHEM.; 
omitted by Cov. Test. 

6. From] As to them, Cov.; as for 
them, Cov. Test.; of these, AUTH., 
Wich. ; of them, remaining Vv. The 
change here seems necessary to pre- 
vent of being considered a mere sign 
of the gen. case. Were 
high, &c.| Seemed to be somewhat, 
AutH., WIct., CRAN., and sim. Cov. 
Test., RoEm.; that (which, GEN.) 
seemed (seme, TYND.) to be great, 
Trnv., Cov., GEN. The very slight 
distinction between Soxofyres and dox. 
elval rt, and the apparent ref. to the 
judgment of others (see notes), are 


appy. both conveyed more nearly by 
this translation than by the more 
literal rendering of AUTH. 

To me certainly, &c.] For they who 
seemed to be somewhat tn conference 
added nothing to me, AUTH.; added 
nothynge, TYND., CRAN., BISH., RHEM.; 
taught me nothing, Cov.; avayled me 
nothing, Cov. (Test.) ; dyd communicat 
nothing with me, GEN. 

7. J was entrusted, &c.] The Gospel 
...was committed unto me as the Gospel 
of the circumc. was unto Peer, AUTH., 
and sim. the other Vv. The change 
of order is made for the sake of keep- 
ing the emphasis on werlorevpac’ see 
Meyer. Even as] As, AUTH. 
and all the other Vv. On the trans- 
lation of xaOdés, see notes on 1 Thess. 
i. 5 (Transi.). 

8. Wrought] So Wict., Cov. Test., 
RHEM.: wrought effectually, AUTH.; 
was mighty, TYND., Cov., CRaN., 
GeN., BisH. The idea of effectual 
working, though to a considerable ex- 
tent involved in évepyeiv, is perhaps 
scarcely sufficiently prominent to be 
expressed definitely; see however 
notes on 1 Thess. ii. 13 (Transl.). 

For Peter) Similarly, Zo Peter, WIct.; 
tn, AvuTH., TyNnpD., CRAN., BIsu., 
RHEM.; with, Cov.; by, Cov. Test., 
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towards the apostleship of the circumcision, the same 
wrought for me also towards the Gentiles,) and became 
aware of the grace that was given unto me, James and 
Cephas and John, who are accounted as pillars, gave to 
me and Barnabas right hands of fellowship; that we 
should be apostles unto the Gentiles, and they unto the 
circumcision. Only they would that we should remember 
THE POOR; which very thing I also was forward to do. 
But when Cephas came to Antioch, I withstood him to 
the face, because he had been condemned. For before 
that certain men came from James, he was eating with 
the Gentiles; but when they came, he began to with- 
draw and separate himself, fearing them which were of 
the circumcision. And the rest of the Jews also dis- 


51 


10 


II 
12 


13 


GEN. Towards] To, AUTH., 
Cov., BisH., RHEM.; tnto, WICL.; in, 
TYND. and the remaining Vv. 
Wrought] Was mighty in me toward, 
Avurg. All the other Vv. give the 
same translation to évepyéw in the 
second clause that they adopt in the 
first. 

9g. And became aware, &c.] Simi- 
larly, as to order, Wiou., TYND., 
Cran., BisH., RHEM., except that 
they repeat the idiomatic when in the 
translation of the temporal participle 
yvévres, but thus slightly impair the 
natural sequence of the @ovres... xal 
yvéyres. AUTH. inverts, and when 
James, Cephas, and John, who seemed 
to be, &c.; Cov. turns into a finite 
verb, they perceived. And Cephas] 
Similarly Wict., RaEm.: and is 
omitted by AUTH. and the remaining 
Vv. Are accounted aa] Weren 
seyn to be, WicL.; are taken to be, 
GEN. ; seemed to be, AUTH. and all the 
other Vv. Right hands] 
Right hond, Wict.; the right hands, 
AUTH. and the other Vv. 
Be apostles] So CraNn., Bisu.: should 
go, AUTH.; that we among the hethen, 
Wict.; shuld preach, Trnp., Cov. 


both, GEN.; that we unto, RHEM. 
Gentiles] So GEN., RHEM.: heathen, 
Auta. and the remaining Vv. 

10. Which very thing] The same 
which, AuTH.; the whiche thing, 
Wict., Cov. Test. (thing also); whiche 
thing also, TYND., Cov., GEN.; wher 
in also, CRAN., BIsH. ; the which same 
thing also, RHEM. 

tr. Cephas] “Peter, AUTH. 

Came] So Cov. Test.: was come, 
AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 

Had been condemned] Was to be blamed, 
AUvTH., BIsH. ; was worthy to be blamed, 
Tywp., Cov., Cran., GEN., and simi- 
larly, to be undirnomen, WICL, ; was 
blameable, Cov. Test.; was reprehen- 
sible, RHEM. 

12. Was eating] Did eat, Aura., 
Cov. (both), Cran., BisH., RHEM.; 
ete, WICL., TYND., GEN. When 
they came] were come, AUTH. and 
other Vv. Began to &c.] With- 
drew and separated, AUTH. and all 
Vv. The imperf. denotes the com- 
mencement and continuance of the 
act, or as Bengel, subducebat, paulla- 
tum. 

13. The rest of the] So Cov. Test., 
RueEM.: the other, AUTH. and the re- 
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sembled with him; insomuch that even Barnabas was 
14 carried away with them by their dissimulation. Howbeit 
when I saw that they were not walking uprightly accord- 
ing to the truth of the Gospel, I said unto Cephas before 
all, If thou, being a Jew, livest after the manner of Gen- 
tiles, and not as do the Jews, how is zt that thou con- 
strainest the Gentiles to keep the customs of the Jews? 
15 WE truly are by nature Jews, and not sinners of the 
16 Gentiles; but as we know that a man is not justified by 


maining Vv. Also dissembled | 
Dissembled likewise, AvutH., TYND., 
GEN., BisH.: the other Vv. omit the 
xal in translation. Even Bar- 
nabas| Barnabas also, AUTH. 
With them] The odv of owartyOn is 
not translated by AUTH. By 
their] With, AuTH.; into, WioL. and 
the remaining Vv. 

14. Howbeit] But, AvurTH. and all 


the other Vv. Were not 
walking] Walked not, AUTH. 
Cephas] “Peter, AUTH. All} 


So Cov. (both), and similarly, all men, 
Wict., Tynp., GEN. ; them all, AuTH., 
and the remaining Vv. How 
cometh it, &c.] *Why compellest thou? 
AvuTH., and sim. dost thou compel? 
RHEM. ; hou constreynest thou? WIcL. ; 
why causest thou? Tynp., Cov., CRAN., 
GEN., BIsH. Keep the 
customs, &c.|] Judaize, Rumm.; to live 
as do the Jews, AUTH., and similarly 
the other Vv. 

15. We truly are, &c.] Similarly 
RHEM.: we who are Jews by nature, 
AvuTH., TrNp., Cran., GEN.; though 
we be, &c. Cov.; we which are...know, 
BIs#. This address of St Paul to 
St Peter involves so many difficulties 
both in meaning and connexion, that 
it will be perhaps best to subjoin a 
free paraphrase of the whole. We, I 
concede, are by berth Jews, not Gentiles 
and consequently from our potnt of 
view sinners; but as we know that a 
man is not justified by the works of the 


law, in fact is not justified at all, 
except through faith mm Christ; even 
we, with all our privileges, believed tn 
and into Christ, that we might be justi- 
fied, &c. But what, tf, while we are 
seeking to be justified in Christ the 
result show that we, with all our privi- 
leges, are sinners like the Gentiles? ts 
Christ the minister of a dispensation 
that after all only leads to sin? God 
forbid! For if I (or you) build up 
again the system I pulled down, and 
set up ‘nothing better in its place, it is 
thus, and not in seeking to be justified 
in Christ, that I show myself (vox hor- 
renda /) a transgressor of the law; yes, 
a violator of tts deeper principles. 
For I (to adduce a proof from my own 
spiritual experience) through the me- 
dium of the law, and in accordance 
with its higher principles, died unto it 
in regard to tts claims and its curse: 
I have been and am crucified with 
Christ. Though I live then, tt is no 
longer as my old self, but as reani- 
mated by Christ; yes, the life which 
now I live, thie earthly mundane life, 
I live in the element of fatth in Christ, 
who so loved me that He gave His own 
life for me. Thus I do not, like these 
Judaists, regard the grace of God as 
@ principle that could be dispensed 
with; for if, as they pretend, the law 
is sufficient to make men righteous, the 
obvious inference is that there was no 
object in the death of Christ. 

16. But as we know) “Knowing, 
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the works of the law, save only through faith in Jesus 
Christ,—we too believed in Christ Jesus, that we might be 
justified by faith in Christ, and not by the works of the 
law; since by the works of the law shall no flesh be 
justified. But if, while we seek to be justified in Christ, 
we are found ourselves also to be sinners, 2s Christ there- 


fore a minister of sin? God forbid! For if the things 


that I destroyed THESE again I build up, I prove myself a 
transgressor. For I through the law died to the law, that 
I might live unto God. I have been crucitied with 
Christ: it is however no longer I that live, but Christ 
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AvutTH., Wict., Cov. Test., RHEM.; 
we whitch... knowe, TYND., CRAN., GEN., 
BisH.; yet insomuche us we knowe, 
Cov. Save only through, &c.] 
Save by the faith by Jesus Christ, Cov. 
Test. ; but by the faith of (on, Cov.) 
J. C., AUTH. and the other Vv. 

We too believed] Even we have believed 
in J. 0, AvutH.; and we bdbileuen, 
WioL.; we have believed also, Cov.; 
we also beleue, Cov. Test., RHEM.; 
and we have bel. on, CRAN., BISH.; 
and therfor we have, &c. TYND.; even 
we I say have bel. in, GEN. 

Faith in} The faith of, AUTH. and all 
Vv. Since] For, AUTH. ; 
because that, TYNnD., Cov. (both), 
Cran., GEN.; wherfor, WIcL.; be- 
cause, BisH.; for the which cause, 
RHEM. 

17. In Christ] So Wic3., Cov. 
Test., Ruzm.: by Christ, AuTH. and 
remaining Vv. We are found, &c.] 
We ourselves also are found sinners, 
AvutTH. English idiom here, in con- 
sequence of the union with the pres. 
part., seems to require the pres. are 
found as the translation of etpéOnuer. 
The aorist in the original has an idio- 
matic reference to a discovery past 
and done with, and about which no 
more need be said: this cannot be ex- 
pressed without paraphrase; comp. 
Donalds. Gr. § 433. Je Christ, &c.] 


Is therefore Christ the, AUTH. 


‘God forbid] So AurTH. and all Vv. 


except Cov. Test., that be farre. On re- 
consideration it would seem best, and 
even practically most exact, in a pas- 
sage of the present nature, where the 
revulsion of feeling and thought is 
very decided, to retain the familiar 
and idiomatic translation of AUTH. 

18. The things that I destroyed] 
I build again the things which I de- 
stroyed, AUTH., CRAN., BISH.; thaé 
which, Tynp., Cov., GEN.; the same 
things againe which, RHEM. The in- 
version, though involving a slight 
irregularity in structure, seems here 
needed, as serving both to keep the 
emphasis on the right words, and to 
exhibit the true point of the argument. 
Prove myself] Make myself, AUTH. 
and all the other Vv. 

19. Died] Haue bene deed, CRAN. ; 
am dead, AUTH. and the other Vv. 

20. Have been crucified] Am cru- 
cyied, AUTH., and similarly, as to the 
auxiliary, all the other Vv. Of the 
two modes of expressing the Greek 
perfect (am and have been) the latter 
seems here most appropriate, as the 
associated aor. renders the ref. to. 
past time more prominent than one to 
present effects; see notes on Col. i. 16 
(Transl.). It is however, &c.] 
Nevertheless I live; yet not I, AUTH., 
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liveth in me; yea the life which Now I live in the flesh 
I live in faith,—/farth in the Son of God, who loved me, 


a1 and gave Himself for me. 


I do not make void the grace 


of God; for if righteousness come THROUGH THE LAW, 
then for naught did Christ die. 

III. O foolish Galatians, who did bewitch you, before whose 

eyes Jesus Christ was evidently set forth among you, 

2 CRUCIFIED. : This only would I learn of you, Was it by 

the works of the law that ye received the Spirit, or by the 

3 hearing of faith? Are ye so very foolish? having begun 

with the Spirit are ye now being made perfect with the 

4 flesh? Did ye suffer so many things in vain? if indeed it 


5 really be in vain. 


He then, J say, that ministereth to 


you the Spirit and worketh mighty powers within you, 


similarly Cov., Cran.; I live verely, 
yet now not I, Trnp., GEN. Yea] 
And, AvuTH., GEN., BisH., RHEM. ; 
for, TynD., Cov.; but, Wict., Cov. 
Test. Now I I now, AuTH. 
In faith, &.] By (in, Wict., Cov. 
(both), Rem.) the fatth of, AUTH., 
Tynp., CBAN., GEN., BISH. 

a1. Make void] Frustrate, AUTH. ; 
cast not awet, Wiot., Cov. (both), 
RHEM.; despyse not, TYND., CRAN.; 
do not abrogate, GEN.; reject not, 
Bis. Through] So Wict.: 
by, AuTH., Cov. (both), RHEM.; of, 
Tynp., CRAN., GEN., BISH. 
For naught] In vain, AutTH., TYND., 
Cov., Cran., BisH., RHEM.; wtthout 
cause, WICL.; @ cause, GEN. 
Did Christ die] Christ is dead, AUTH., 
BisH.; died, Wich. and the remain- 
ing Vv. The slight change in the 
text seems to give the due prominence 
to dwpedy, and also to preserve a 
better rhythm than the unresolved 
died. 


CHaPrek III. 1. Did bewitch] 
Hath bewitched, AuTH. and the other 
Vv. AUTH. inserts after you, 


* that ye should not obey the truth. 

2. Was tt, &c.] Similarly, By the 
workes of the law did you receiue, 
RHEM.; received ye the Spirtt by the, 
&c. AUTH., and similarly as to order 
all the remaining Vv. 

3. So very] So, AuTH. and the 

other Vv. except Cov., such fooles. 
Begun with] So RuEm.: by, Cov. ; in, 
AUTH. and the other Vv. 
Being made perfect with] Made perfect 
by, AUTH.; in, GEN.; ben ended, 
WIOL. ; nowe ende, TYND., Cov. Test. ; 
ende now then, Cov.; ende in, TYND., 
CRAN. ; be consummate with, RHEM. 

4- Did ye suffer] Have ye suffered, 
AuTH., Cov. (both), Bisu., Ruem., 
and similarly the other Vv., except 
that they do not adopt the interroga- 
tive form. Indeed it really be} 
It be yet, AutH., Brsw.; tf that be 
vayne, TYND., GEN.; yf tt be also in 
vayne, CRaN.; if yet without cause, 
REM. 

5. He then, &c.] He therefore, 
AvuTH., Cov. Test., GEN., Bisz., 
RHEM.; moreover, he, &c. CRAN.: 
of is omitted in translation by WIct., 
Tynp., Cov. Mighty powers, &c.] 
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doeth he it by the works of the law or by the hearing of 


Even as Abraham believed God, and it was accounted 6 


to him for righteousness. Know ye then that THEY 
WHICH ARE OF FAITH, the same are the sons of Abraham. 
Moreover the Scripture, foreseeing that God justifieth 
the Gentiles by FAITH, proclaimed beforehand the glad 
tidings unto Abraham, saying, In thee shall all the 
nations BE BLESSED. So then they which be of faith are 
blessed together with the faithful Abraham. 

For as many as are of the works of the law are under 
curse: for it is written, Cursed 7s every one that con- 
tinueth not in all things which are written in the book 
of the law to do them. But further, that in the law no 
man is justified in the sight of God, 2¢ 1s evident; because, 
The just shall live by FAITH. Now the law is not of faith; 
but, He that doeth them shall live in them. Christ 
redeemed us from the curse of the law, having become 


Vertues in you, WIOL.; great actes,  ...before, RHEM. 


7 
8 


s fe) 


TI 


12 
13 


All the nations] 


Cov. ; msracles among you, AUTH. and 
the other Vv. 

7- Then] Thus (ye know), Cov.; 
so (ye know), GEN.; therefore, AUTH. 
and remaining Vv. The only other 
version that takes yuwdcxere indica- 
tively is that of CrAN. Sons] 
So WictL.: children, AUTH. and the 
remaining Vv. 

8. Moreover] And, AuUTH., WICL., 
Cov. Test., Rurm.; for, TYND. and 
remaining Vv.: omitted by Cov. 
Jusiifieth] So Wicu., Cov. Test., 
RHEM.: would justify, AuTH., TYND., 
CRAN., GEN. ; justefyed, Cov. 

The Gentiles] So GEN., RHEM.: the 
heathen, AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 
By faith] So Cov. Test., RHEM., and 
sim. of bileue, WIcL.: through faith, 
AvTH. and the remaining Vv. /Pro- 
claimed beforehand, &c.] Sim. TYND., 
Cov., Cran.: preached before (before 
hand, Gun.) the Gospel, AUTH. ; toold 
to for, Wick. ; told, Cov. Test. ; shewed 


Sim. alle the hethen, Wict., Cov.; 
all the Gentiles, GEN.; all nations, 
AvTH. and the remaining Vv. The 
change in the translation of ra &6v7 in 
the same verse seems required by a 
kind of chronological propriety. 

9g: Together with] With, AUTH. 
and all the other Vv. The 
faithful] So Bisu., Rarm.: faithful, 
Avra. and all the remaining Vv. 

10. Curse] So WIcL., RHEM., and 
similarly, under malediccton, TYND.; 
the curse, AuTH., Cov. (both), Cran., 
GEN., Bisg. 

11. But further, &c.] But that no 
man ts justified by the law, AUTH. 
Because] So RuEM.: for, AUTH. and 
the remaining Vv. 

12. Now] And, Autu., Cov. Test., 
Gren., Bisg.; but, Wict., RHEM.; 
omitted by Tynp., Cov., CBAN. 

He] * The man, AvuTH. 

13. Redeemed] Sim. agenbdought, 

Wic1. ; hath delivered, Trynp., Cray., 
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A CURSE for us,—because it is written, Cursed ts every 
14 one that hangeth on a tree,—that unto the Gentiles the 
blessing of Abraham might come in Christ Jesus; that 
we might receive the promise of the Spit THROUGH 
FAITH. 
15 Brethren, I speak after the manner of men; though it be 
but a MAN’S covenant, yet when it hath been confirmed, 
16 no man annulleth it, or addeth new conditions. Now to 
Abraham were the promises made, AND TO HIS SEED, He 
saith not, And to seeds, as of many; but as of one, And 
17 to thy seed, which is Christ. Now this I say, a covenant, 
that hath been before confirmed by God [for Christ], the 
law, which was four hundred and thirty years after, doth 
not invalidate, that it should make void the promise. 
18 For if the inheritance be of the law, zt 7s no more of pro- 
mise: but to Abraham God hath freely given it THROUGH 
PROMISE. 


Cov.; hath redeemed, AUTH. and re- Sim. order in WicL., RHEM.: and his 
maining VV. Having become] seed were the promises, &c. AUTH. and 
Beg made, AvtH., BisH., RHEM.; the remaining Vv. 

and was made, WicL., TYND.; when 17. Now this] And this, Autu., 
he became, Cov.; beynge become, Cov. GeEn., RueEm.; but, WicL., Cov. Teat.; 
Test.; i as moch as he was made é is omitted by Tynp., Cov., BisH. 


CBAN.; when he was made, GEN. The translation of 5¢ is here somewhat 
Because] So Ruem.: for, AurH. and difficult. Though now has just pre- 
the remaining VV. ceded, it must appy. be adopted again 
14. Unto the Gentiles] Come on the as the only transl. which seems to 
Gentiles, AUTH. In Christ J.} preserve the resumptive force. 


So WICL., Cov. (both), RHEM.; through A covenant] This cov., Wic., Cov. 
*J.C., AvTH., TYND., CRAN., (Chr. (both); the cov., AUTH. and remaining 
Jes.) GEN., BIsH. Vv. Hath been before con- 
15. Yet when i hath been] Ye if firmed] Was confirmed before, AUTH., 
t¢ be, AuTH. The temporal transla- TyYND., Cov., CRAN., GEN. ; was given, 
tion in the text is adopted by TYND., (ov. Test.; the testament being confirm- 
Cov.; the hypothetical by AuTH. with ed, RHEM.; wholly inverted by WIoL. 
Cran., BisH.: the remaining Vv. By God, &.] Of God in Christ, AUTH. 
adopt purely participial translations. Doth not, &.] Sim. Tynp., CEan., 
Annulleth i, &.] Disannulleth or SBisu.: cannot disannul, AutH., GEN. ; 
addeth thereto, AUTH., BIsH.; ordeyn- makith not...veyn, WICL.; is not dis- 
eth above, WicL.; addeth eny thinge annulled, Cov.; makith not void, 
therto, TYND., Cov. (sim. Test.), RHEM.; confused in Cov. Test. 
Cran., GEN.; further disposeth, Roem. Make void) Similarly, To avoide awey, 
16. To Abraham were the, &c.] Wict., Cov. Test.: make the promise of 


Cuap. IIT. 14—24. 


What then is the object of the law? It was added be- 
cause of the transgressions, till the Seed should come to 
whom the promise hath been made; and was ordained by 
means of angels, in the hand of a mediator. Now a 
mediator is not a mediator of one, but God is one. Js 
the law then against the promises of GoD? God forbid! 
for if there had been given a law which could have given 
life, verily by the law would righteousness have come. 
But on the contrary, the scripture shut up all under sin, 
that the promise by faith in Jesus Christ might be given 
to them that believe. Now before that faith came, we 
were kept in ward shut up under the law for the faith 
which afterwards was to be revealed. So then the law 
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1g 


20 
21 


22 


23 


24 


none effect, AUTH., TYND., Cov., CRAN., 
GEN., BisH.; to frustrate, RHEM. 

18 But to Abraham, &c.] But 
God grauntidide to A., WICL.; gave 
freely, Cov.; gave tt to A. by promise, 
AUTH, and remaining Vv. 

Through] Thorugh beheest, Wict. ; by, 
AuTH. and all the other Vv. 

19. What then, &c.] Wherefore 
then serveth, AUTH., TYND., Cov. (sim. 
Test.), Ckan., GEN., BrisH.; what 
thanne the lawe? WI0L.; why was the 
law then? RHEM. The trans- 
gressions] AUTH. and all the other Vv. 
omit the article: in a passage how- 
ever of this dogmatical importance it 
ought appy. to be retained. 
Hath been made] Was made, AUTH., 
Tynp., CraNn., GEN.; He hadde made 
biheest, WicL. ; He had promised, Cov. 
Test., RHEM. And was] And it 
was, AUTH. By means of | Of, 
Cov.; by, AuTH. and the other Vv. 

a1. Given a law] A law given, 
AUTH. Verily by the, &c.] Verily 
(WioL.) righteousness should have been 
by the law, AuTH.; then no doute, 
Tynp., Cov., CRAN., GEN., BISH.; 
shuld have come, TYND., (om. have) 
Cran., GEN. 

22. But on the contrary] But, 


AuTH. and all the other Vv. The 
addition of the words on the contrary 
seems here required in translation to 
preserve the true force of d\Ad, and 
to show clearly the nature of the rea- 
soning. Shut up all] Similarly, 
as to the omission of hath concluded 
all things, TYND., CRAN.; hath con- 
cluded all, AutH., BisH.; hath con- 
cludid alle thingis, WIoL., GEN., 
REM. Faith in] Faith on, 
Cov.; faith of, AUTH. and the other 
Vv. 

23. Now] And, Wict. ; but, AUTH. 
and other Vv.: 6éé is omitted by 
TYND., Cov. Before that] So 
TYND., CRAN., and similarly, to for 
that, WIOL.; afore that, Cov. Test. ; 
before, AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 
Kept in ward, &c.] Kept under the 
law, shut up, AUTH.; kept undir the 
lawe, enclosid, Wiou.; kept and shut 
up, &c. TYND., Cov., GEN.; kepet 
under the lawe and were shut up, 
CRAN., BISH. For] Unto, AUTH. 
Afterwards was, &c.] Which should 
afterwards be rev., AUTH. GEN., 
BIsH. ; similarly, be declared, TYND., 
Cov., CRAN. 

24. So then] Wherefore, AUTH., 
TyYnp., Cran., GEN., BISH.; and 80, 
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hath been our schoolmaster unto Christ, that we may be 


justified BY FAITH. 


25 But now that faith is come, we are no longer under a 


26 schoolmaster. 
24 faith in Christ Jesus. 


For ye are all sons of God through the 
For as many of you as were bap- 
28 tized into Christ put on Christ. 


There is among such 


neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, 
there is no male and female: for ye all are one man in 


29 Christ Jesus. 


But if ye 6e Christ's, then are ye 


ABRAHAM'S SEED, heirs according to promise. 
IV. Now I say, That the heir, as long as he is a child, dif- 
fereth in nothing from a bond-servant, though he be lord 


WIo0L.; thus, Cov.; therefore, Cov. 
Test., Rozm. Hath been our school- 
master unto] Was our schoolmaster to 
bring us unto, AUTH., GEN.; undir 
maistir in Crist, Wi0L.; scolemaster 
unto the tyme of, TYND.; scolemaster 
unto, Cov. (both), Cran., BIsH.; peda- 
gogue in, RukM. There is much diffi- 
culty in fixing on the most suitable 
translation of this word. The term 
schoolmaster certainly tends to intro- 
duce an idea (that of teaching) not in 
the original, and also serves to obscure 
the idea of custodia (custos incorruptis- 
simus, Hor. Sat. 1. 6. 81), which 
seems the prevailing one of the pas- 
sage. Still as the same objection 
applies in a greater or less degree to 
pedagogue (ed. 1) and tutor, it will be 
perhaps better, in so familiar a pas- 
sage, to return to AUTH. May be} 
So RHEM.; might be, AUTH.: change 
to preserve what is called the succes- 
sion of tenses: Latham, Engl. Lang. 
§ 616 (ed. 3). 

25. Now that] So Cov.: when the 
faith did come, Cov. Test.; when the 
faith came, RuEm. ; after that, AUTH. 
and remaining Vv. 

26. Sons] The sonnes, TYND., GEN.; 
the children, AUTH. and the remaining 
Vv. Through the faith) By 
faith, AuTH., GEN., BisH., RHEM.; 


thorugh bileue, Wiou.; by the fayth 
which ts in, TYND., Cov. Test.; be- 
cause ye beleue in, CRAN. 

27. Were baptized] Have been bap- 
tized, AUTH.; are baptized, TYND. 
(ben, Wict.), and all the remaining 
Vv. Put on] Ben clothid, 
WIcL.; have put on, AUTH. and the 
other Vv. 

28. There is among such, &c.) 
There is neither, &c. AUTH. No 
male and female] Neither male nor 
female, AutH. None of the other 
Vv. seem to have marked the change. 
Ye all are] Alle ye ben, WIcL. ; al you 
are, RHEM.; are all, AUTH. and re- 
maining Vv. One man} One 
thinge, TYND.; one, AUTH. and re- 
maining Vv. 

29. But] So Cov. Test.: and, 
AvurTH., WIcL., RHEM. The rest omit 
the particle. Heirs} So RHEm.: 
* and heirs, AUTH. 


CHarten IV. 1. In nothing] No- 
thing, AvuTH., WicL., Cov. Teat., 
Biso., RHEM.; differth not, TYND., 
CraNn., GEN.; there is no diff., Cov. 
Bond-servant] Servant, AvTH. and all 
the other Vv. It seems desirable to 
keep up the idea of bondage and 
slavery which pervades the whole 


simile. 


Cuap. III. 25—IV. 9. 
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of all; but is under guardians and stewards until the time 2 
appointed of the father. Even so we, when we were chil- 3 
dren, were kept in bondage under the rudiments of the 
world: but when the fulness of the time came, God sent 4 
forth His Son, born of a woman, born under the law, 
that He might redeem them that were under the law, 5 
that we might receive the adoption of sons. And to show 6 
that ye ARE Sons, God sent forth the Spirit of His Son 
into our hearts, crying, Abba Father. So then thou art 7 
no more a servant, but a son; and if a son, an heir also 


through God. 


Howbeit at that time truly, not knowing God, ye were 8 
in bondage to them which by nature are not gods. But 9 
now that ye have come to know God, or rather have been 


2. Guardtans and stewards] Kepers 
and tutores, WICL.; rulers and gover- 
nors, Cov.; tutors and governors, 
AUTH. and other Vv. It seems desi- 
rable to make a change in translation, 
to preserve a distinction between érl- 
Tporo. (guardians) here and mada- 
ywyes in ch, ili, 24, 25. 

3. Kept in bondage] Serueden undir, 
WIcL.; were seruing under, Cov. 
Test., RHEM.; were in bondage under, 
AUTH. and the other Vv. 

Rudiments] So GrN., Bisx.: elements, 
AvuTH., WICL., RHEM.; ordinaunces, 
TyNpD., CRAN. ; tradicions, Cov. (both). 

4. Came) So Wicr., RHEM.: was 
come, AUTH., and sim. the remaining 
Vv. Born...born] Made...made, 
AvuTH., WioL., RHEM., (and made 
under), Bish. ; born...made bonde unto, 
TYND., CRAN.; borne and put under, 
Cov.; made...made bonde unto, GEN. 
The meaning preferred by Scholef. 
(Hints, p. 96), made subject to the law, 
involves a change of meaning in 
vyerépevovy which does not appear ne- 
cessary or natural. 

s. That He might] So RHEM., and 
similarly WicL., Cov. Test.: to re- 
deem, AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 


Here, as in ch. iii. 14, it seems most 
exact to indicate the repeated Wa by 
the same form of translation. 

6. To show that] For ye ben, WIL. ; 

forsomuche then as, Cov.; because, 
AvTH. and the other Vv. 
Sent forth) Similarly, Sente, WIct., 
Cov. Test.; hath sent forth, AUTH. ; 
hath sent, TYND., Cov., CRaN., RHEM.; 
hath sent out, GEN. Our hearts] 
* Your hearts, AUTH. 

7. So then) Wherefore, AvTH., 
GEN., BisH.; and so, WIOL.; where- 
fore now, Trnp., Cov., CRAN.; there- 
fore, Cov. Test., RaEM. An 
heir, &o.] Then an heir *of God 
through Christ, AUTH. 

8. At that time, &c.] Then when 
ye knew not, AUTH.; thanne ye un- 
knowynge, WIcL.; when ye knewe not, 
TYND., Cov., CRAN., GEN., BIsuH.; 
but then truely not knowynge, Cov. 
Test.; then in deede not knowing, 
RHEM. The change in the transl. of 
rére is to prevent then being mistaken 
for the inferential particle. Were 
in bondage] Ye did service, AUTH. 
Not gods} * No gods, AUTH. 

9. Now that ye have come to know] 
Now after that ye have known, AUTH. 


Sw ew ewer wwe ww 
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known by God, how ts ¢t. that ye turn back again to the 
weak and beggarly rudiments, whereunto ye desire to be 
TO again anew in bondage? Ye are carefully observing days 
11 and months and seasons and years. I am apprehensive 
of you, lest haply I have bestowed upon you labour in 


vain. 


12 Brethren, I beseech you, become as I am, for I also 


13 have become as ye are. 


Ye injured me in nothing: yea 


ye know that it was on account of weakness of my flesh 
14 that I preached the Gospel unto you the first time; and 
your temptation in my flesh ye despised not, nor loathed, 
but received me as an angel of God, yea as Christ Jesus. 
15 Of what nature then was the boasting of your blessed- 


Have been known] Are taught, GEn.; 
are known, AUTH. and the other Vv. 
By God] Of God, AuTH. and all the 
other Vv. How is it that] So 
Tynp., Cov., CRAN., GEN.: how, 
AvurH., Wriot., Cov. Test., BIsH., 
RHEM. Ye turn back] So Cov.: 
ben ye turned, WIOL.; ye are tourned 
backwarde unto, GEN. ; turn ye, AUTH. 
and the other Vv. Rudiments) 
So Bisu.: elements, AUTH., WIOL., 
RHEM.; cerimonies, TYND., GEN.; 
tradicions, Cov. (both); ordinawnces, 
CRAN. Again anew} Similarly, 
Agayne...afresh, TYND., Cov., CRAN., 
BIsH.: again, AUTH., and similarly 
Cov. Test., RuEm.; as from the be- 
gynnyng ye wil be in bondage back- 
wardly, GEN. 

10. Are carefully observing] Ye 
taken kepe to, Wiou.; observe, AUTH. 
and the other Vv. Seasons] 
Times, AuTH. and all the other Vv. 

11, Am apprehenswe] Am afraid, 
AutTH.; drede, WI0L.; am in feare of, 
Trnp., Cov., Cran., GEN., BISH. ; 
Seare me, Cov. Test. ; fear, RHEM. 

12. Become as, &c.| Be as J am; 
for Iam as ye are: ye have not in- 
jured me at all, AuTH., BIsH.; ye 
have not hurte me at all, Trnv., Cov., 


CRAN., GEN. 

13. Ye know, &c.}] Ye knowe that 
by infrmyte, WI0L., RHEM. ; tn weak- 
ness, Cov.; through infirm., AUTH. 
and the other Vv. The slight changes 
made by substituting the simpler word 
weakness for infirmity, and my for the, 
seem to make the Apostle’s reference 
to sume bodily affliction or illness 
rather more apparent. The 
Jirst time] Now bifor, WI0L. ; @ whyle 
ago, Cov. Test.; at the first, AUTH. 
and the other Vv.; this translation 
leaves the meaning ambiguous; see 
notes. 

14. Your] * My, AUTH. ; see notes. 
In my flesh] So Wict., Cov. Test., 
RuHEM.; which was in, AUTH., CBAN., 
GeEN., BIsH., and similarly TYND. 
Loathed] Rejected, AvTH., RHEM.; 
forsaken, Wiow.; abhorred, TyYnp., 
Cran., GrEn., Bisa. Yea] So 
TyYND., Cov. Test., GEN. : even, AUTH., 
Cov., Cran., BisH.; omitted by 
Wict., Ram. 

15. Of what nature, &c.] * Where is 
then the blessedness ye spake of ? AUTH.; 
your blessynge, WIoL.; how happy 
were ye then? TYND., Cov.; your 
happynesse, Cov. Test.; your felicite, 
CRAN., BrsH.; boasting of your fel. 


Caap. IV. 10—23. 


ness? for I bear you record, that, if it had been posayble, 
ye would have plucked out your eyes, and have given 
them to me. So then am I become your enemy by speak- 
Ing to you the truth? 

They pay you court, in no honest way; yea, they de- 
sire to exclude you, that ye may pay THEM court. But tt 
7 good to be courted in honesty AT ALL TIMES, and not 
only when I am present with you. My little chil- 
dren, of whom I am again in travail, until Christ be 
formed in you, I could indeed wish to be present with 
you now, and to change my tone, for I am perplexed 
about you. 

Tell me ye that desire to be under the law, do ye not 
hear the law? For it is written that Abraham had two 
sons; one by the bond-maid, and one by the freewoman. 
Howbeit he who was of the bond-maid was born after 
the flesh ; but he of the free-maid was through the pro- 
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16 


17 
18 


19 
20 
ar 
22 


23 


GEN.; your blessedness, RHEM. 

Your eyes} So Wiot., Cov. Test., 
RHEM.: your own, AUTH. and the re- 
maining Vv. 

16. So then am I] Am I thanne, 
Wict., RoEm.; am J therefore, AUTH. 
and the other Vv. By speaking) 
Seiynge, Wiou.; telling, Cov. Test., 
RueEm. ; because J tell, AuTH. and the 
other Vv. 

17. Pay you court, &.] Zelously 

affect you but not well, AuTH.; louen 
not you well, WI0L.; are gelous over 
you amysse, TYND., Cov., Cran, 
GEN., BisH.; emulate, RHEM. 
Desire to] Would, AvutH., WIOL., 
Cov., RHEM.; intende to, TYND., 
Cran., GEN., BisH.; wyll, Cov. Test. 
May pay them court] Might affect 
them, AUTH. 

18. To be courted, &c.] To be 
zealously affected aloayes in a good 
thing, AuTH.; to be fervent, TYND., 
Cov., Cran.; to love earnestly, GEN. ; 
to be zelous, BIsH. 


- 


19. Am again] Travatle in birth, 
againe, AUTH. 

20. I could indeed wish] I desire, 
Autu.; but J desire, Bisn.; I wolde 
I were, TYND., Cov., Cran., GEN., 


_and similarly the remaining Vv. 


Tone] Voyce, AUTH. and all the other 
Vv. Am perplexed, &c.] I 
stand in doubt of you, AUTH., and 
similarly Tynp., Cov., CRAN., GEN.,. 
BrsH.; am ashamed of you, Cov. 
Test. ; am confoundid, WIct., RHEM. 

22. One...and one] So WIL, 
R#EM.: the one...and one, Cov. Teat.; 
the one...the other, AUTH. and the re- 
maining Vv. The bond-maid... 
the free-woman] Similarly RHEM.: o@ 
bondmaid...a freewoman, AUTH., and 
similarly the remaining Vv. 

23. Howbeit] But, Aurs., WIoL., 
Cov. Test., RHEM.; yee and, TYND., 
Cran., GEN.; omitted by Cov. 
Bondmaid)| Bondwoman, AUTH. 
Through] After, Cov. Test. ; by, AUTH., 
and similarly the remaining Vv. 


M 
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24 mise. All which things are allegorical ; for these women. 
are two covenants,—the one from Mount Sinai, bearing 
25 children unto bondage; and this is Agar; (for the word 
Agar signifieth in Arabia Mount Sinai;) and she ranketh 
with Jerusalem which now is, for she is in bondage with 
26 her children. But Jerusalem which is above is free, AND 


27 SHE is our mother. 


For it is written, Rejoice, thow 


barren that bearest not; break forth and cry, thou that 
travailest not: for many children hath the desolate one, 
28 more than she which hath an husband. But ye, brethren, 
29 as Isaac was, are children of PROMISE. Still as then he 
that was born after the flesh persecuted him. that was 
30 born after the Spirit, even so zt 1s now. Nevertheless 
what saith the scripture? Cast out the bond-maid and 
her son: for the son of the bond-maid shall in no wise BE 
31 HEIR with the son of the free-woman. Wherefore, brethren, 
we are not children of a bond-maid, but of the free- 


24. All which, &c.] Which things 
are an Allegorie, AuTH.; ben seide bi 
anothir understondinge, Wict. ; betoken 
mystery, TYND.; betoken somewhat, 
Cov. ; are spoken by an alleg., CRAN., 
and similarly Cov. Test., RHEM.; by 
the which thinges another thing is ment, 
GEN., BisH. These women] So Tynp., 
Cov.: these mothers, GEN.; these, 
AvTH. and the remaining Vv. Two] 
*The two, AUTH. Bearing children, 
&c.] Gendrynge, Wict., RHEM.; en- 
gendrynge, Cov. Test. ; which gendereth 
to, AUTH. and the other Vv. 

And this] Which, AUTH. and all Vv. 

25. The word, &c.] This Agar is 
Mount Sinai in Arabia, AUTH., (the 
mount) BisH.; for mounte S. 1s called 
A, in Arab., TYND. ; for Agar és called 
in Arabia the Mount Sina, Cov.; for 
Sina 18 @ mountaine in Ar., GEN., 
Cov. Test., REM. Ranketh 
with] Answereth to, AUTH., GEN. ; 18 
toyned to it, WioL., Cov. Test.; bor- 
dereth upon, TYND., CRAN., BIsH. 
(see notes); reacheth unto, Cov.; hath 


afinitie to, RHEM. 
* And is, AUTH. 
26. And she, &c.] Which is the 
mother of us * all, AUTH. 
27. For many children, &c.] Simi- 
larly RHEM.: for the desolate hath 


For she is] 


- many moe children then she which 


hath, AUTH. An husband} So 
AoutH. and all the other Vv. Idiom 
seems to require this less accurate 
translation. 

28. But ye] Now * wee, AUTH. 
Children] So TYND., GENEV.: sones, 
Wicu.; the children, AUTH. and the 
remaining Vv. 

a9. Still] But, Auru. and all the 
other Vv. 

30. Bond-maid (bis)] Bondwoman, 
AUTH. Shall in no wise] So 
BisH. (ed. 2): shall not, AUTH. and 
all the other Vv. This seems one of 
the cases in which we may press the 
translation of od ph’ see notes on 
1 Thess. iv. 15 (Transl.). 

31. Wherefore] * So then, AutTH. 
A bond-maid] The seruaunt, WICL. ; 


Caap. IV. 24—V. 6. 
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woman. Stand fast then in the liberty for which Christ V. 
made us free, and be not held fast again in a yoke of 


bondage. : 


Behold, I Paul say unto you, that if ye be circumcised, 2 
CHRIST will profit you nothing. Yea I testify again to 3 
every man who has himself circumcised, that he is a 
debtor to do the WHOLE law. Ye have been done away 4 
with from Christ, whosoever of you are being justified in 


the law; ye are fallen away from grace. 


For we, by the 5 


Spirit, are tarrying for the hope of righteousness from 
faith. For in Jesus Christ neither circumcision availeth 6 


the bondwoman, AvTH. and all the 
other Vv. Free-woman] Free, AUTH. 


CHaPrern V. 1. Then) Therefore, 
AvurH. and other Vv.; omitted by 
Wici., RaEM. For which] 
Wherewtth, AutH., Tynp., CRAN., 
BisH.: a different reading is followed 
by Wict., GEN., RHEM. Made 
us] Hath made, AUTH. Held 
fast, &c.] Intangled againe with the, 
AUTH.; wrappe not youre selves agayne 
tn the, TYND., CRAN., and similarly 
Cov., GEN.; be not holden with, Cov. 
Test., RHEM., similarly WIcL. 

2. Well] (present) Cov.; shall, 
AUTH. and the other Vv.; simple 
predication of result: Zn primis perso- 
nts shall simpliciter predicentis est, 
will guast promtttentis aut minantis ; 
in secundis et tertiis personis shall 
promittentis est aut minantis, will 
simpliciter predicentis: Wallis, Gr. 
Angl. p. 106. 

3. Yea] For, AutH., GEN., Bisu. ; 

and, Wio.L., Cov. Test., RHEM.; 
omitted by Tynp., Cov., CRAN. 
Who has himself, &c.] That ts circum- 
cised, AUTH., and similarly TYND., 
Cov., Cran., GEN., BISH.; circum- 
cidith hym silf, WicuL.; similarly Cov. 
Teat., RHEM. 

4 Ye have, &c.] Christ ts become 


of no effect unto you, AUTH.; and ye 
ben voidid aweie fro, WI0L.; ye are 
gone quyte from, TYND., Cov., GEN. ; 
Christ is become but in veyne unto you, 
CrAN., BIsd. ; you are evacuated from, 
RHEM. Here idiom seems to require 
the English perfect: the pure aoristic 
translation, ye were done away with 
from Christ, stands in too marked a 
contrast with the following present, 
and to the English reader too com- 
pletely transfers the action to what is 
purely past: see notes on 1 Thess. ii. 
16 (Tranel.). Are being 
justified) Wyll be made ryghteous, 
Cov. ; are made ryghteous, Cov. Test. ; 
are yustijied, AUTH. and the other Vv. 
In the] So Wicu., RHEmM.: by the, 
AUTH. and the remaining Vv. 

Fallen away] Fallen, AuTH. 

5. By the Spirit, &c.] Through the 
Spirit waite for the hope of right. by 
faith, AuTH., BisH.; we loke for and 
hope in the sprite to be justified thorowf., 
TYND., CRAN.; in the sprite of hope to 
be made ryghtuous by faith, Cov.; in 
sprite by faythe we wayte for, Cov. 
Test.; we wayte for (by the Spirit 
through faith) the hope of the r.. GEN. 
Are tarrying for] Wait for, AvTH., 
Cov. Test., GEN., BisH.; abiden, 
Wion. ; loke for, TYND., CRAN. ; wayte, 
Cov.; expect, RHEM. 
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any thing, nor uncircumcision, but faith working through 


love. ; 


» ° Ye were running well; who did hinder you that ye 
8 should not obey the truth? The persuasion.cometh not 


9 of Him that calleth you. 


A little leaven leaveneth the 


10 whole lump. I, for my part, have confidence in you in 
the Lord, that ye will be none otherwise minded; but he 
that troubleth you shall bear his judgment, whosoever he 


11 be. 


But I, brethren, if I still preach CIRCUMCISION, why 


do I still suffer persecution? then is the offence of the 
12 cross done away with. I would that they who are un- 
settling you would even cut themselves off from you. 
13 For ye were called unto liberty, brethren; only use not 
your liberty for an occasion to the flesh, but by your love 


6. Working] That worchith, WIct., 
RHEM.; which by loue is mighty in 
operacion, TYND.; which worketh, AUTH. 
and other Vv. The practice 
of inserting the relative before the 
anarthrous participle, even when idiom 
can scarcely be urged in its favour, 
is an inaccuracy that is not uncom- 
monly found in the older Vv. Per- 
haps even in Eph. ii. 1, Col. ii. 13, 
it might seem better to adopt the con- 
cessive translation, though, &c. sea 
however notes tn locc. (Transt.), 
Through] By, AvTH. and all the other 
Vv. 

7. Wererunning] Did run, AUTH., 
TyNp., Cov., CBAN., GEN., BisH.; 
runnen, WI0L.; ranne, Cov. (both), 
REM. 

‘8. The} Cran., RaEm.: this, 
Avrts., WicL., Cov. Test., GEN.; that, 
TYND. ; such, Cov. That calkth] 
So rightly AurH.: not called, TYND., 
GEN.; or 18 calling, as the iterative 
force involved in the English present 
more nearly approaches to the idio- 
matic use of the participle than either 
the past tense or the resolved present ; 
comp. notes on Phil. iii. 14 (Transl.), 
and Latham, Engl. Lang. § §78 (ed. 3). 


19. JI for my part] J, Aura. and 
all the other Vv. In] So the other 
Vv. except (through the) AUTH., GEN. 

11. But I] So Cov. Test.: and J, 
AUTH. Still (bis)] Yet, AuTH. 
Done away with] Voidid, Wi0u.; eva- 
cuated, RHEM.; ceased, AUTH. and 
the other Vv. 

12. Are unsettling] Disturdlen, 

WicL.; do disquiet, GEN.; trouble, 
AUTH. and the other Vv. 
Would even, &c.] I would they were 
even cut off which trouble you, AUTH., 
and similarly RHEM.; kutte aweie, 
WioL., Cov. Test.; were seperated, 
TyYNp., CRAN.; were roted out, Cov.; 
were cut of from you, GEN. 

13. For ye, &.] For brethren ye 
have been, &., AUTH., and sim. all the 
other Vv. as to the forward position 
of brethren. The aor. éxAjOnre is 
translated by different auxiliaries, ye 
ben, Wict. ; are, Cov. (both), RHEM.; 
were, TYND., CRAN.; have been, GEN., 
Bisu., AUTH. Your liberty] 
So Tynp., Cov. (both), CRAN., GEN.: 
liberty, AUTH., BisH.; fredom, WICL.; 
this libertie, RHEM. Your 
love] The love, Cov.; charite, WIOL., 
RueEm. ; love, AUTH. and the other Vv. 


Cap. Vi. 7—2I1. 


serve one another. For the whole law is fulfilled in one 
saying, even in this, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as 
thyself. But if ye bite and devour one another, take 
heed that ye be not consumed one of another. 

Now I say, Walk by the Spirit, and ye shall in no wise 
fulfil the lust of the flesh. For the flesh lusteth against 
the Spirit, and the Spirit against the flesh: for these are 
opposed the one to the other, that ye may not do the 
things ye may wish. But if ye be led by the Spirit, ye 
are not under the law. Now the works of the flesh are 
manifest, of which kind are,—fornication, uncleanness, 
wantonness, idolatry, sorcery, hatreds, strife, jealousy, 
deeds of wrath, caballings, dissensions, factions, envyings, 
murders, drunkenness, revellings, and such like: of the 
‘which I tell you beforehand, as I also told you before- 
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14 


15 


16 
17 


18 


19 


20 
21 


14. The whole] Eueri lawe, Wi01.; 
ali the, AUTH. and the other Vv. 
Saying] Word, AvutTH. and all the 
other Vv. 

15. That ye be] Ye be, AvTu. 

16. Now I say] This I say then, 
Autu. ; J saye, TynpD., Cov., CRAN. ; 
and I seie, WicL.; then I say, GEN., 
BisH. By) In the, AuTH. and 
other Vv.: the article is omitted by 
WIo1., Cov. Teat. Shall in 
no wise] Shali not, AuTH., Cov. Test., 
GEn., BisH.; ye schulen not parfourme, 
WIct. ; and fulfill not (imper.), TYND., 
CRAN.; 30 shall ye not fulfyll, Cov. ; 
you shal not accomplish, RHEM. 

17. For these] *And, AUTH. 

Are opposed] Ben adversaries, WICct.., 
RuEM.; are contrary, AUTH. and the 
other Vv. That ye may not] 
Comp. that ye don not, WIOL.: that 
the thynges that ye will, ye do not the 
same, Cov. Teat.; that not what things 
soever you wil, these you doe, RHEM. ; 
so that ye cannot do, &., AUTH. and 
the remaining Vv. Ye may 
wish] The things that ye would, AUTH. ; 
the same thinys, GEN.; that ye willen, 


WicoL.; that which ye wolde, TYND., 
Cov.; the thynges that ye wyll, Cov. 
Test.; whatsoever ye wolde, CRAN.; 
what ye wolde, BISH.; what things so- 
ever you wil, RHEM. 

18. By] So Wict., Cov. Teat., 
RueEm.: of, AUTH. and the remaining 
Vv. 

19. Of which kind are] Whiche 
ben, WICL., Cov. Test., GEN., RHEM. ; 
which are these, AUTH. and remaining 
Vv. Fornicattion] * Adultery, 
fornication, AUTH. Wantonness} 
So Tyrnp., CRAN., GEN.: leccherie, 
Wiot., Cov. Test., RHEM.; lascivi- 
ousnesse, AUTH. 

20. Sorcery, &c.] Witchcraft, hatred, 
"variance, “emulations, wrath, strife, 
seditions, heresies, AUTH., GEN.; 
witchecraft, hatred, varvaunce, zele... 
sectes, TYND., CRAN., BISH. 

a1. Tell you beforehand] I sete to 
you, Wioxn.; I foretel you, RHEM.; 
tell you before, AuTH. and the other 
Vv. Told you beforehand] Haue 
also tolde you tn time past, AUTH. ; 
haue tolde you to for, WICL.; have 
tolde you in tyme past, TYND., Cov., 


166 GALATIANS. 


hand, that they which do all such things shall not inherit 
22 the kingdom of God. But the fruit of the Spirit is love, 
joy, peace, longsuffering, benevolence, goodness, trustful- 
23 ness, meekness, temperance: against all such things 
24 there is no law. Now they that are Christ’s have cruci- 


25 fied the flesh with the affections and lusts. 
26 by the Spirit, let us also walk by the Spirit. 


If WE LIVE 
Let us not 


become vainglorious, provoking one another, envying one 


another. 


VI. Brethren, if a man should be even surprised in a fault, 
ye which are spiritual restore such an one in the spirit of 
meekness; considering thyself, lest thou also be tempted. 

2 Bear ye one another's burdens, and thus shall ye fulfil 


3 the law of Christ. 


For if a man think himself to be 


something, when he is nothing, he deceiveth his own 
4 mind, But let each man prove his own WORK, and then 
shall he have his ground of boasting only in what con- 


CRAN.; haue tolde you, GEN., BisH.; 
haue foretold you, RHEM. 

All such things] Such things, AuTH. 
and the other Vv.; but things is 
omitted by Cov. (both). 

22. Benevolence} Gentlenesse, AUTH., 
Tynp., Cov., CRAN., GEN., BISH.; 
benyngnyte, WICL., RHEM. 
Trustfulness] Faythfulnes, TYND., 
Cov., CRAN.; faith, AUTH. and the 
other Vv. 

23. All such things] Suche thingis, 
WIcL.; such, AUTH. and the other 
Vv. 

24. Now they] And they, Avutu., 
WIct., RHEmM. ; but, Cov. (both); for, 
GEN. ; they truly, BisH.; omitted by 
TyNnv., CRAN. Have crucified) 
So AUTH. and all the other Vv. Here 
again it seems desirable to preserve 
the perfect in translation, as the Eng- 


lish aor. tends to refer the crucifixion 


too exclusively to the past; see notes 
on ver. 4. 

25. By the...by the] So Bi Spirit, 
WIOL.; in the...in the, AUTH, and the 


remaining Vv. 

26. Become] So Cov. Test.: be, 
AvutH., TYND., Cov., CraAN., GEN., 
BisH. ; be made, Wict., RHEM. 
Vainglorious] So TXND., Cov.: couet- 
tous of veyne glorie, WIcL.; desirous 
of vaine glory, AUTH. and the remain- 
ing Vv. 


CuHaprER VI. 1. Should be even 
surprised] Bee overtaken, AutTH., Cov. 
(both); be ocupied, WicL.; be fallen 
by chaunce, TynD.; be taken, CRAN.; 
be fallen by occasion, GEN., BIsH.; be 
preoccupated, RHEM. 

2. Thus shall ye, &c.] So you shal 
Sulfil, Rum. ; 80° fulfil, AUTH., TYND., 
Cran., GEN. 

3. Deceiveth his own mind] So 
Cran.: deceiveth himselfe, AuTH., Cov. 
(both); bigilith hym silf, WIcL.; de- 
ceaveth hym silfe in his ymaginacion, 
TYND., GEN.; in his own fansie, BISH. ; 
seduceth him self, RHEM. 

4. Each] So Wict.; every, AUTH. © 
and the remaining Vv. His 


Cuap. V. 22—VI. 11. 
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cerneth himself, and not in what concerneth the other. 
For each man must bear his own load. 5 
But let him that is taught in the word share with him 6 


that teacheth in all good things. 


Be not deceived; God 7 


is not mocked: for whatsoever a man soweth, that shall 
he also reap. For he that soweth unto his own flesh 8 
shall of the flesh reap corruption; but he that soweth 
unto the Spirit shall of the Spirit reap eternal life. But g 
let us not lose heart in well-doing ; for in due season we 


shall reap, if now we faint not. 


Accordingly then, as we 10 


have opportunity, let us do what is good unto all men, 
but especially unto them who are of the household of 


faith. 


See in what large letters I have written unto you with 11 


ground of boasting, &c.] Reioycing in 
himselfe alone and not in an other, 
AvTH., and similarly Tynp., Cov., 
CRAN., GEN., BisH.; haue glorie, 
Wict. ; 80 shall he rejoice only in him- 
self, Cov. Test.; Aave the glorie, 
RHEM. 

5. Each] So WIct.; every, AUTH. 
and all the remaining Vv. Must 
bear] Shall bear, AUTH. and all the 
other Vv. Load] Charge, Wicu. 
(and in verse 2); burden, AUTH. and 
the other Vv. 

6. But let him] So Cov. (both): 
and let him, Ruem.; let him, AUTH. 
and the remaining Vv. Share 
with] Comoun he with, WI0L. ; commu- 
nicate unto, AUTH., RHEM.; minister 
unto, TXYND., CRAN., GEN. 

8. Unto his own flesh] To his flesh, 
AvuTH., GEN.; in his jfleisch, WIOL., 
Tynp., Cov. Test., Cran., RHEM.; 
upon the fleshe, Cov. Unto the 
Sp.] To the spirit, AUTH. Eter- 
nal life] Life everlasting, AUTH. and 
the other Vv. except WIOL. and Cov. 
Test., which preserve the more correct 
order everlasting life. It is not desira- 
ble to invert the order in English ex- 
cept when the adjective in the original 


occupies the emphatic, t.e. the jirst 
place; comp. Winer, Gr. § 59, 2, p. 


464. On the translation of alwmos, 
comp. notes on 2 Thess. i. g (Transl.), 


9. But] And, Auts., Wrot., Cov. 
Test. ; the rest omit 5é in translation. 
Let us not lose heart] Let us not “be 
weary, AUTH., and so TYND., Cov., 
Cran., Gren., BisH.; faile, WHOL, 
RuHEM. ; faynte, Cov. Test. If 
now] Jf, AUTH., GEN., BISH.; not 
failynge, Wict., RHEM.; with out 
weriness, FYND., CRAN.; without ceas- 
synge, Cov.; not ceassynge, Cov. 
Test. 

10. Accordingly then, &c.] As we 
have therefore, AUTH.; therfor while, 
Wrou., and similarly the remaining 
Vv. What is good] Good, AUTH. 
But especially] So RueEm. ; specially, 
Cov.; and sim. but moost, WICL., but 
moost of al, Cov. Test., and specially, 
TyYND., CRAN., GEN. ; 5¢ is omitted by 
AUTH., BIsH., only. If by the 
fine idiomatic turn of the household 
&c. nothing more be meant than close 
and intimate union, it may be advan- 
tageously retained: but see notes in 
loc. 

tt. See] So RHEM.: se ye, WIOL. ; 
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12 mine own hand. As many as desire to make a fair show 
in the flesh, THEY constrain you to be circumcised ; only 
that they should not suffer persecution for the cross of 

13 Christ. For not even do they, who are being circum- 
cised, themselves keep the law; but they desire to have 

14 YOU circumcised, that they may glory in your flesh. But 
far be it from ME to glory, save in the cross of our 
Lord Jesus Christ; by whom the world is crucified unto 

15 me, and I unto the world. For neither doth circumcision 

‘ avail anything, nor uncircumcision, but a new creature. 

16 And as many as walk according to this rule, peace be 
upon them, and mercy, and upon the Israel of God. 

17 Henceforth let no man trouble me: for — bear in my 
body the marks of Jesus. 

18 The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ 6e with your 
spirit, brethren. Amen. 


beholde, Tynp., Cov. (both); ye see, and the remaining Vv. 

AvTH., CRAN., GEN., BisH. In Toglory| That I should glory, AuTH., 
what, &c.] How large a letter, AutH., BisH., RHEM.; to haue glorie, WICL.; 
TYND., CRAN., GEN., Bigu.; with how that I shuld rejoyce, Tynv., Cov., 
many words, Cov.; with what maner CRAN., GEN.; to rejoyce, Cov. Test. 
of letters, RHEM., and sim. WICL.; 15. For escihar, &c.] For *in Christ 


with what letters, Cov. Test. Jesus neither circumcision availeth, 
12. That they, &c.] Least they AUTH. 
should, AuTH., Cov. (both), CRAN.; 16. Upon] So Oov., RHEM. ; unto 


that thei suffre not, Wicu.; because them, Cov. Test.; shal be to them, 
they wolde not suffre, TYND., GEN.; GEN.; on, AUTH. and the remaining 
that they may not suffer, RHEM. Vv. 

13. Not even, &c.] Neither they 17. Henceforth] And here aftir, 
themselves who are circumcised, AUTH., WIOL.; from henceforth, AUTH. and 


and similarly all the other Vv. the other Vv. Of Jesus] Of 
The circumcision-party is farfroman ‘the Lord Jesus, AUTH. 

improbable translation ; see notes. 18. The grace] Brethren, the grace, 
They desire] Desire, AUTH. Aut. and other Vy.: the order of 


14. Far be it] So Wicx., Cov. the original is preserved by WICL., 
Test. : God forbid that I should,AutTH. Cov. Test., RHEM. 


THE END. 
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